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ABSTRACT 
AN ASSESSMENT OF A FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
AT A RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
MAY 1998 
ELIZABETH A. DALE, B.A., MONTCLAIR STATE UNIVERSITY 
M.P.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Kevin F. Grennan 
Although the need has been recognized for over two decades, ongoing, formative, 
and comprehensive assessment of college and university faculty development programs 
often does not occur in a systematic and thoughtful way. Furthermore, a review of the 
literature on faculty development shows that successful evaluation research has not been 
widely publicized to administrators of faculty development programs nor replicated by 
other researchers. The purpose of this research project was twofold -- to design an 
assessment model and to test this model through actual data collection. 
The two-phase assessment process went beyond rating participant satisfaction 
with individual services offered by the Center For Teaching (CFT) at the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst. Phase I, quantitative in nature, is a statistical analysis of a range 
of demographic characteristics of faculty who had chosen to participate in campus-wide 
workshops over four academic years. In Phase 2, qualitative in nature, interviews were 
conducted with members of the instructional faculty representing both users and non¬ 
users of CFT services. The process was designed to assess benefits and behavioral 
changes that resulted from participation, to explore issues related to institutional impact, 
Vll 
to uncover factors which influence participation and non-participation, and to evaluate 
services provided by the CFT. 
The quantitative analysis of the demographic characteristics of instructional 
faculty attending campus-wide workshops produced the following findings: there was a 
significant difference between expected and actual attendance for the Colleges of Nursing 
and Food and Natural Resources; for instructional faculty, males were under-represented 
and females over-represented; those holding the rank of Professor were under-represented 
and Assistant Professors and Lecturers were over-represented; and technology workshops 
attracted the largest average attendance. 
Through the qualitative analysis nine major categories of findings emerged; the 
major ones included: the CFT has helped the University make a legitimate claim that it 
has made a significant contribution to teaching, active learning strategies were 
incorporated into the curriculum as a direct result of CFT participation, insights were 
provided for extending the impact of the CFT on campus, motivations for participation 
and non-participation were uncovered. 
Triangulating methodologies resulted in a research design that functionally 
answered the research questions. 
Vlll 
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CHAPTER 1 
OVERVIEW OF FORMALIZED FACULTY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES AND 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Background of Faculty Development 
In the last decade of this millennium, institutions of higher education have been 
challenged to demonstrate greater accountability for those resources with which they are 
entrusted. Colleges and universities are not only the stewards of financial and material 
resources, they are the stewards of our collective future - students. Student development 
and learning, however, does not occur in isolation. A vital faculty is a necessary element 
in motivating, inspiring, and teaching students. Clark and Neave pointed out that "there is 
no theory of faculty career vitality in any strict sense of the term. Nevertheless, vitality 
may be useful as a heuristic concept for describing a complex phenomenon in higher 
education" (1992, p. 1650). Faculty and institutional vitality are terms commonly used in 
the literature of faculty development; therefore, despite the lack of an agreed upon 
definition of faculty vitality, it is important to describe the attributes of a vital faculty. 
"Vitality seems to refer to those essential, yet intangible positive qualities of individuals 
that enable purposeful production" (Bland & Schmitz, 1988, p. 191). 
Concern for faculty vitality is increasingly found in both the academic literature 
and the popular press. In recent decades, declining enrollments, decreased funding, and 
lack of faculty mobility have increased the concern for faculty and institutional vitality to 
"national proportions" (Bland & Schmitz, 1988, p. 205). Clark and Neave (1992) share 
the perspective of Bland and Schmitz: 
1 
Since the start of the 1980s, the academic profession in the 
United States has been perceived to be in a state of crisis. 
Scholars and media writers have argued that faculty 
members are victims of demographic, economic, and 
structural changes that have affected the profession, the 
institutional environments, and individual faculty careers 
adversely, resulting in a serious threat to, if not decline in, 
faculty vitality and productivity, (p. 1648) 
One means for an institution of higher education to cultivate faculty vitality is to 
establish a department charged with the administration of faculty development initiatives. 
Faculty development initiatives encompass "enhancing the talents, expanding the 
interests, improving the competence, and otherwise facilitating the professional and 
personal growth of faculty members, particularly in their roles as instructors" (Gaff, 1975, 
p. 14). During the 1970s, there was significant growth in faculty development programs 
in the United States. Between 1960 and 1975, 40% of the accredited, degree-granting 
institutions of higher education in the United States had created some kind of faculty 
development unit (Centra, 1978, p. 161). In Centra's study, a faculty development unit 
consisted of an identifiable office with an administrator planning and coordinating faculty 
development activities (1978, p. 161). What precipitated this extraordinary growth in 
such a relatively short time? 
The quality of college teaching began to be seriously questioned by those inside 
and outside the academy in the mid-1960s. Specifically, Gaff noted that faculty received 
intense criticism during the 1960s for "irrelevant courses, uninspired teaching, and 
impersonal relationships with students" (1975, p. 15). Faculty development programs 
emerged as one response to the need for teaching improvement in higher education. 
2 
Prior to the 1960s, the primary means of maintaining faculty vitality was the 
sabbatical leave (Eble & McKeachie, 1985, p. 5). Over time, it was recognized that more 
institutional support than just granting sabbatical leaves was required to sustain the 
development of faculty, especially as teachers. Thus, in the mid-1960s through the mid- 
1970s the faculty development movement "emerged and crystallized ... while spawning a 
literature throughout the 1970s rich in diagnoses and prescriptions" (Schuster, 1990, p. 5). 
Institutions recognized the need for faculty development and major foundations 
provided generous support for such programs. During the 1970s, the components of a 
comprehensive approach to faculty development were first described by Bergquist and 
Phillips in a series of handbooks. They included methods of 
evaluation and diagnosis to find viable ways of introducing 
new technology and curricula, and exploring new 
approaches to instructional improvements. Faculty 
development must give serious attention to the impact of 
change on the faculty member himself and on his 
institution. Organizational and personal development thus 
become essential to faculty development. (1975, p. 177) 
The impetus of faculty development programs during the 1970s focused on 
developing faculty members as teachers. Centers for teaching development provided 
activities and resources that supported the enhancement of teaching skills. 
During the 1980s, Menges, Mathis, Halliburton, Marincovich, and Svinicki 
offered an expanded view of faculty development. "Faculty development is the theory 
and practice of facilitating improved faculty performance in a variety of domains, 
including the intellectual, the institutional, the personal, the social, and the pedagogical" 
(1988, p. 291). It was generally agreed in the field that an enhanced faculty development 
3 
program encompassed "career reconceptualization, career facilitation and a basic 
commitment to link professional and personal development" (Schuster, 1990, p. 17). It 
was also widely accepted that "almost every institution has some formal program or set of 
activities that can be considered 'faculty development"’ (Braskamp, 1984, p. 205). 
As formalized faculty development programs became part of the fabric of higher 
education, a body of literature evolved which described organizational structures, 
recommended program objectives, formulated implementation plans and provided 
strategies for evaluating programs. In regards to this last point, the importance of 
evaluating faculty development programs has been noted since their inception (Bergquist 
& Phillips, 1975; Eble, 1985). The reality of the situation, however, is that relatively few 
programs actually undergo a systematic, formative, and ongoing evaluation process. The 
lack of comprehensive evaluation processes may be due to limitations in staff, funding, 
and knowledge of assessment practices. Comprehensive, thorough, and ongoing 
evaluation of faculty development programs may become more common if an assessment 
model, containing a variety of tools, were readily available to program administrators. 
Evolution of Faculty Development as a Field of Study 
Schuster (1990) points out that American institutions of higher education, from 
their earliest beginnings, have been concerned about maintaining and enhancing "faculty 
competence and vitality" (p. 4). One early form of faculty development was the sabbatical 
leave, which was begun at Harvard in 1810 (Eble & McKeachie, 1985). Prior to the Civil 
4 
War, Harvard and other American colleges would grant sabbatical leaves so faculty could 
gain the knowledge to teach specific courses. 
By the 1960s, sabbatical leaves for faculty had become an accepted practice in 
higher education (Ingraham, 1965). Ingraham defined the chief purpose of a sabbatical 
leave to be “for research, writing, and study at the level of a trained scholar" (1965, p. 
72). Eble and McKeachie, supporting this position, have pointed out that sabbatical 
leaves are still primarily granted for research projects and "were neither designed nor 
supported for the purpose of improving pedagogical skills" (1985, p. 6). The creation of 
teaching and faculty development programs demonstrated that many institutions 
recognized that maintenance of faculty vitality and teaching improvement would require 
the development of professional skills, which were not necessarily gained through 
periodic sabbatical leaves. 
Assessing faculty development efforts in the early to mid 1960s, Bergquist and 
Phillips cited the three "most widely used approaches to faculty development, (a) the 
reduction of student/faculty ratios, (b) the purchase of costly new instructional technology 
such as videotape systems, instructional computers and learning machines, and (c) the 
recruitment of new Ph.Ds with supposedly fresh ideas" (1975, p. 179). They concluded 
that these efforts were "cosmetic in nature or based, at least in part, on faulty assumptions 
about the way in which faculty, as well as students, learn, change, and grow" (Bergquist 
and Phillips, 1975, p. 181). Student uprisings during this time raised as a major issue the 
quality of classroom instruction. The students' concerns about what was and what was not 
5 
happening in the classroom squared with Bergquist and Phillips' observations about the 
peripheral effect of faculty development strategies in the early 1960s. 
The increase in formalized faculty development programs which focused on 
teaching and learning can be seen as one of the consequences of the widespread criticism 
of college teaching in the 1960s. As students raised concerns about instructional quality, 
institutions responded by providing formalized support to enhance teaching effectiveness. 
In 1962, the first faculty development program, the Center for Research on Learning and 
Teaching, was created at the University of Michigan (Professional and Organizational 
Development Conference Notes, 1995) with other Centers opened soon after following 
Michigan’s lead. Eble (1985) reported that during the 1970s "faculty development 
became an identifiable activity on many campuses, it took on a familiar professional 
identity" (1985, p. 9). 
Two national conferences were held in the early 1970s for practitioners and 
experts in the field of faculty development, one at Kansas State University and the other 
at the University of Massachusetts Amherst (Blackburn, 1980, p. 2). These early 
gatherings signaled the growing interest in faculty development as an area for study and 
professional focus. During the 1970s and the 1980s the body of knowledge and practice 
in faculty development expanded greatly. 
In 1980, a professional organization for faculty developers was formed, called The 
Professional and Organizational Development (POD) Network in Higher Education. POD 
is "devoted to improving teaching and learning in post secondary education" 
6 
(Professional and Organizational Development, 1995, p. 1) and now boasts over 1,000 
members in the United States and all over the world. 
Faculty development is an increasingly international concern, evidenced primarily 
through program development and conferences. For example, faculty developers in 
Canada connect with their professional peers through not only POD, but also through a 
yearly faculty development conference in Canada. Representatives from ten Asian and 
Pacific countries attended a conference in Australia in 1985 to discuss issues and trends 
in academic staff development. A report was issued summarizing the trends in faculty 
development in each country (Unesco Regional Office for Education in Asia and the 
Pacific, 1985). In 1998, POD, in conjunction with the International Consortium for 
Educational Development in Higher Education, and the University of Texas at Austin are 
co-sponsoring an international conference. This is the first time that POD will be actively 
involved with advancing faculty development on an international level. 
Goals of Faculty Development Programs 
Eble provides a fairly comprehensive overview of the range of goals and 
objectives that can be set by a faculty development program. He noted that the "most 
extensive activities within faculty development programs are those in support of 
individual faculty members professional growth" (1985, p. 14), through leaves, grants and 
fellowships. 
Another objective of a faculty development program can be to enhance teaching 
skills. The competencies needed to be an effective teacher cover many areas such as 
7 
course planning, understanding learning theories, pedagogical practices, use of 
technological aids, development of student evaluation methodologies, and skills directly 
related to presenting material from specific disciplines (Eble, 1985, p. 14). 
Faculty development programs also can assist faculty members in understanding 
the dynamics of interpersonal relationships with students. Eble pointed out that "the sense 
that a teacher cares about the student is vital to most students' learning" (1985, p. 15). 
Many professors are responsible for advising individual students, and having a better 
understanding of the dynamics of student behavior can benefit students in the classroom 
and in their advisee relationship with a professor. 
Eble also points out that "faculty members who are most highly motivated and 
most enthusiastic about teaching are likely to be most effective" (1985, p. 15). Faculty 
development programs can be a source of inspiration and motivation for faculty. Just the 
existence of a faculty development program on a campus sends a message to most faculty 
that the institution is concerned about their professional development needs. 
Another dimension of faculty development, which has received more attention in 
the 1990s, is the institutional commitment to providing services which support faculty in 
maintaining their health and overall well being. Joan North presented the keynote address 
to the professional association of faculty developers, POD, in November 1990. In her 
speech she advocated for a "full wellness program" which would "address other aspects 
of a person's life, such as career issues; work situation; family, social, and spiritual or 
meaning, issues" (North, 1990, p. 11). North reported in her research that she has 
identified over 200 institutions which offer formal wellness programs (1990, p. 12). 
8 
Finally, and most recently, there is an emerging interest in programs that directly 
focus on student learning as well as faculty growth as teachers. Barr and Tugg (1996) 
argue that a subtle paradigm shift is occurring in higher education. They say, rather than 
colleges existing to provide instruction, a shift is underway toward seeing their role as 
producing learning. 
In this learning paradigm, faculty are viewed as designers of learning 
environments rather than disciplinary experts who impart knowledge through lecturing. 
This paradigm calls for dramatic changes in the teaching role. The shift of primary focus 
from teaching to learning has been recognized by some faculty development programs 
and has also been articulated by students (Rallis, 1994). 
Rallis conducted a survey of junior and senior students over a three-year period at 
the University of Minnesota. She asked the students, "What are your pet peeves about 
college instructors?" (1994, p. 260). Almost half of the students responded that "they 
don't want information poured into them. They expect their teachers to be well prepared 
in their presentation of material and sensitive to the ways students learn" (Rallis, 1994, p. 
261). 
The Center For Teaching (CFT) at the University of Massachusetts Amherst has 
had, since its inception, a focus on teaching roles and methods which foster student 
learning, but has more publicly articulated that focus in recent years. In addition to 
conducting classroom assessments of students’ learning experiences, the CFT offers 
workshops which focus on collaborative learning, writing-to-leam, teaching and learning 
in the diverse classroom, and teaching technologies. 
9 
Activities Categorized as Faculty Development 
Goals of faculty development programs are both ambitious and multiple, resulting 
in a range of activities. Chism and Szabo in their national survey of faculty development 
programs (1995) developed three major categories of faculty development practices. 
Their categories included practices in support of teaching, consultation services, and 
other activities. 
Table 1.1 uses these categories to inventory the vast array of practices known in 
higher education as faculty development. Included in Table 1.1 are 60 different practices 
cited in eight publications, which could be considered faculty development activities. 
When one considers that a formal program could select any number of these practices in 
combination, it becomes apparent that assessment of faculty development programs is a 
complex undertaking. 
10 
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Evolving Viewpoints 
During the late 1970s and 1980s several major paradigms and classifications 
emerged in the field of faculty development. The following discussion reviews the key 
ideas and evolving viewpoints of the pioneers in the faculty development field. It should 
be noted that the University of Massachusetts Amherst has been in the forefront of the 
faculty development movement. 
Published in 1975, Bergquist and Phillips's article, "Components of an Effective 
Faculty Development Program,” was the cornerstone of the early formalized faculty 
development movement. They articulated, at the onset of their extensive examination of 
faculty development practices, the conflicting propositions about the role of higher 
education, "(a) teaching is an important aspect of the college faculty member's 
professional role and hence should be highly valued, and (b) teaching is frequently not a 
serious concern in the training or hiring of college faculty and is often neglected in issues 
of promotion and tenure" (Bergquist and Phillips, 1975, p. 178). Interestingly, 25 years 
later, this internal contradiction still continues to be debated intensely in academe, in 
legislative bodies, and in the popular press. 
Framing their recommendations for teaching to be taken seriously and for faculty 
development as a way to improve teaching effectiveness, Bergquist and Phillips presented 
a three dimensional model of the components of an effective faculty development 
program. The first component addresses needs related to enhancing organizational 
structure, such as developing management skills on a departmental level and team 
building. The instructional development component is of primary concern and its 
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activities relate specifically to the improvement of instruction in the classroom. The final 
segment of their model groups together those activities that support personal growth for 
individual faculty members, such as life planning workshops and interpersonal skills 
training. Bergquist and Phillips provided lengthy descriptions of many effective faculty 
development practices under the three major headings of the model. 
Bergquist and Phillips cited the University of Massachusetts Clinic for the 
Improvement of Teaching as one of three university programs emphasizing instructional 
diagnosis and development. "Instructional diagnosis consists of three primary activities, 
each of which is essential to any consulting process. These activities are: (1) contracting, 
(2) data collection, and (3) data feedback" (Bergquist and Phillips, 1975, p. 191). 
Bergquist and Phillips also cited the work of Dwight Allen, then Dean of the University 
of Massachusetts School of Education, for the development of the concept of 
microteaching and its applicability to faculty development (Bergquist and Phillips, 1975, 
p. 194). 
In 1977, Bergquist and Phillips published A Handbook for Faculty Development. 
which expanded greatly upon the concepts, techniques and models discussed in their 
article on the components of an effective faculty development program. Interest in the 
field of faculty development and advancements in theory resulted in a second edition of A 
Handbook for Faculty Development being published in 1979. A third edition of the 
Bergquist and Phillips handbook is currently in press (1998). 
Building upon the work done by Gaff (1975), and Bergquist and Phillips (1975), 
Centra (1978) conducted the first national study of types of faculty development 
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programs. The objectives of his research were to analyze faculty participation in 
development activities, to evaluate effectiveness, to determine the funding sources for 
such programs, and to ascertain various organizational structures for faculty development 
programs. In 1975, a letter was sent to approximately 2,600 college or university 
presidents at accredited, degree granting institutions in the United States asking if they 
"had an organized program or set of practices for faculty development and improving 
instruction" (Centra, 1978, p.152). In the spring of 1976, a four-page questionnaire was 
sent to the 1,044 affirmatively responding institutions. The final sample included 93 
universities, 315 four-year colleges and 326 two-year colleges. 
The researcher concluded that there was wide variation in the types of faculty 
development programs. The major findings provided "some clues about the kinds of 
development programs different types of institutions seem to employ" (Centra, 1978, p. 
160). The most valuable aspect of the study was the identification of four categories of 
faculty development practices. The first group of practices included fairly traditional 
activities such as workshops, sabbaticals and the reduction of teaching loads. The second 
grouping included activities such as senior faculty sharing their expertise with junior 
faculty. This practice was found at very small institutions where faculty development 
activities are organized and provided by the faculty themselves. Instructional assistance, 
the third set of practices, was found predominantly at larger two-year institutions and at 
universities. It consisted of providing support specialists in the use of technology and 
instructional aids. The last group of practices emphasized teaching assessment by 
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collecting data from students, faculty colleagues and administrators, and was most 
common in the two-year colleges. 
Centra's study provided a framework for researchers in the field of faculty 
development. He reported that "40 percent of the institutions (two-thirds of the 
universities) had some kind of development unit" (1978, p. 161) and that for all types of 
institutions, approximately "70 percent of the total budget for development activities 
came from institutional general funds" (1978, p. 160). 
During the 1970s the early researchers concerned with faculty development, such 
as Centra, and Bergquist and Phillips, explored the questions of how institutions were 
conducting faculty development programs, what services those programs were offering, 
and who was participating in faculty development. By the early 1980s researchers began 
to turn their focus from descriptive research to questions of relevance and usefulness. A 
study by Baldwin and Blackburn, (1981) found that "faculty development approaches 
seemed to lack a basic understanding of individual professors" (p. 598). They suggested 
that some faculty development programs did not meet the individual needs of professors 
and insisted that "information about major faculty characteristics — their motivations, 
talents, and deficiencies -- is fundamental to an effective program of professional growth" 
(p. 599). Baldwin and Blackburn researched the distinguishing characteristics of faculty 
members at successive ages and in different career stages to provide administrators, 
faculty, faculty development researchers, and practitioners with such information. 
Baldwin and Blackburn formulated five career stages, which included assistant 
professors in the first three years of full-time college teaching, assistant professors with 
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more than three years of college teaching experience, associate professors, full professors 
more than five years from retirement and full professors within five years of formal 
retirement. The delineation of the five career stages was done by combining the 
frameworks of theorists such as Levinson, Gould, Sheehy, and Erikson with Blackburn's 
research on faculty career development (Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981, pp. 599-600). 
Faculty at these different stages were queried about "values, goals, professional strengths 
and weaknesses, critical career events and problem-solving behavior. Vocational 
satisfaction, career reassessment and change were also studied" (Baldwin & Blackburn, 
1981, pp. 601-602). 
The study produced three major findings. First, both institutions of higher 
education and individual faculty members must be aware of and plan appropriately for 
the five career stages in a faculty career. Validating the five, distinct, faculty career 
stages, Baldwin and Blackburn found that "faculty gradually change their professional 
development and problem-solving techniques and become more independent. Such 
information provides guidelines for faculty development policy by indicating who may be 
receptive to what types of support" (Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981, p. 611). This indicates 
that professors in their first three years of teaching might prefer formalized workshops 
while those in the later stages of their career might prefer more independent activities, 
such as course development grants. 
Second, "collegiate institutions must maintain the flexibility necessary to 
encourage professional growth" because faculty members may become "stuck" at one 
career phase and not move forward (Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981, p. 608). Third, by 
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recognizing that each faculty member is a unique individual, institutions will be able to 
plan programs that are designed to meet the needs of a variety of individuals that find 
themselves in various phases of their careers. One of the most useful points made in the 
study was that 
faculty needs are much broader than just assistance with 
teaching. In fact, except in the first year or two, teaching is 
a smaller concern than, say, an unfilled desire to make a 
contribution to one's field. Higher education institutions 
now need to broaden their focus to include the professional, 
organizational, and personal development of faculty. 
(Baldwin & Blackburn, 1981, p. 608) 
A 1982 study by Cytmbaum used a systematic literature analysis to study faculty 
development from a life course perspective. A traditional literature analysis using a 
narrative style reviewed the characteristics of ten different adult development theories and 
their applicability to faculty development. The researcher examined these characteristics 
for five different faculty groups which included faculty between the ages of 30 and 39, 
dual career couple faculty, mid-life faculty, late entry faculty and senior retiring faculty. 
The purpose of the study was "to integrate research on life-span psychodynamics with 
observations about faculty career development in specific stages" (Cytmbaum, 1982, p. 
12). 
Cytrynbaum discussed each of the five faculty groupings and the applicability of 
the theories to each phase. The study noted implications for institutional support of 
faculty in the various phases of development. Unlike the Baldwin and Blackburn study 
cited previously, Cytrynbaum did not ignore gender issues. His study included a 
discussion of the implications of bearing children for women while immersed in a faculty 
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career. Cytrynbaum found that "major developmental tasks, potentialities, and difficulties 
emerge at different points along the life course according to gender" (1982, p. 11). 
Clark, Corcoran, and Lewis, in 1986, proposed an approach to faculty 
development "that addresses the institutional environment and the responsibilities of the 
institution for development of its faculty in the full range of dimensions — including 
scholarship -- with which it is concerned" (1986, p. 176). They hypothesized that the 
vitality of an institution is directly related to the vitality of its faculty and that faculty 
vitality is a shared responsibility between the institution and its faculty. They also 
postulated that individual faculty have diverse and personal needs even within the same 
institution. In assessing faculty development programs, Clark, Corcoran, and Lewis urged 
that institutions take a proactive stance in learning more about adult development 
theories, their applicability to faculty, and most importantly how the structure of an 
academic organization can influence faculty vitality. 
In 1988, Bland and Schmitz conducted a systematic analysis of faculty 
development literature. The final study consisted of 287 references. The sources analyzed 
and discussed strategies and recommendations for faculty development from individual, 
departmental, or institutional perspectives. This analysis yielded 49 strategies, 200 
authors, 190 implementation sites, and 20 major recommendations (Bland & Schmitz, 
1988). 
Ninety-three percent of their references were written between 1975 and 1985, 
which coincides with the growth cited above in the faculty development movement. The 
most revealing conclusion was that "all the major strategies can be found in the prescient 
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works by a handful of authors, notably Eble, Centra, and Gaff and Wilson” (Bland & 
Schmitz, 1988, p. 202). These early pioneers designed and articulated the major 
strategies, which form the foundation for most faculty development efforts. 
The recommendation most frequently encountered in the literature reviewed was 
the importance of linking faculty development programs to institutional mission 
statements and institutional policies. "Making faculty vitality programs an integral, 
ongoing, visible, and important part of the institution was the second most frequently 
mentioned type of recommendation" (Bland & Schmitz, 1988, p. 204). 
Summary of Evolving Viewpoints 
In attempting to classify faculty development efforts, the early literature offered 
several large, overlapping categories of practices, including activities that enhance 
personal development, endeavors to improve instructional strategies, and organizational 
development strategies (Gaff, 1975; Bergquist & Phillips, 1975). These classifications 
connect closely with the kinds of specific activities identified by Centra (1978): 
traditional activities like sabbaticals and workshops, grants and travel subsidies, teaching 
assessment, and mastery of teaching skills. The literature evolved, becoming more 
analytical and introspective, when Baldwin and Blackburn (1981) and Cytrynbaum's 
(1982) research advocated matching faculty development activities with the various 
t 
career stages of faculty, and Bland, & Schmitz (1988) and Clark, Corcoran, & Lewis 
(1986) emphasized linking faculty work to institutional missions and needs. Interestingly, 
while areas of focus might have changed, some combination of the major categories of 
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personal, instructional, and organizational development have endured over time as the 
cornerstone of most faculty development programs. 
Center For Teaching-University of Massachusetts Amherst 
Overview 
The Center For Teaching (CFT) at the University of Massachusetts Amherst was 
established in 1989, evolving from the Lilly Teaching Fellows Program which was 
instituted in 1986. The CFT reports to and receives its funding from the Office of the 
Provost of the campus. A formal link is established with the faculty governance body 
through the Faculty Senate Council on Teaching, Learning, and Instructional Technology. 
In 1989, the Center was funded for a full-time director and secretary. In 1997, a 
full-time director who holds a faculty appointment and is supported by 3 full-time 
professional employees administers the department. One employee is responsible for the 
development of teaching assistants and addressing issues pertaining to diversity, 
supporting technology is the focus of the second position and the third is responsible for 
program coordination and office management. Three graduate teaching assistants and a 
full-time secretary complete the staff. 
Goals 
The five primary goals of the CFT are listed below: 
1. To provide opportunities for professional development 
in teaching to faculty members and teaching assistants to 
enable teachers to promote student learning. 
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2. To develop a variety of ways to share talent, energy, 
perspectives and expertise of the instructors at this 
University. 
3. To increase communication about teaching and learning 
both within and between departments and colleges. 
4. To link the University and its instructors with programs 
and experts on teaching and learning at other campuses and 
organizations throughout the state, region, and nation. 
5. To offer recognition and reward for excellence in 
undergraduate teaching. (Center For Teaching Unit Plan, 
1995, p. 1) 
Programs 
The programs administered by the CFT can be categorized under six major 
headings: 
• teaching consultation 
• funded teaching development opportunities 
• campus-wide events 
• teaching assistants 
• instructional development resources/outreach 
• external grants administration. 
The following is a brief description of these programs and activities. The teaching 
consultation process, which is completely confidential, enables instructors to "study their 
own teaching as a means to improve student learning" (CFT Unit Plan, 1995, p. 1). 
Consultation services include classroom visits, videotaping, midterm assessment by 
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students, course material review, and guidance for self-assessment. Participation in the 
consultation process is completely voluntary. Faculty seek out assistance on their own 
accord. Participation may be recommended by a department head, but contact with the 
CFT must be initiated by the faculty member. 
The MAP (Midterm Assessment Project) program was begun in 1994 to provide 
new faculty with insights into their undergraduate students' responses to their courses. All 
first-year, tenure-track faculty members receive a letter of invitation from the CFT which 
describes the MAP program. The CFT will also honor requests from other untenured or 
tenured faculty members to participate 
During a MAP evaluation, a CFT consultant conducts focus groups or administers 
a questionnaire to the entire class. As a follow-up, the faculty member can also elect to 
have their class observed or videotaped by the consultant. The results of both survey 
techniques are discussed with the participating faculty member and strategies are planned 
to respond to any student concerns. 
There are six initiatives under the funded teaching development opportunities 
category, the major one being the Lilly Teaching Fellows program. The Lilly Teaching 
Fellows program is a competitive award program for promising junior faculty. The year¬ 
long program allows eight to ten fellows to assess their teaching and their students' 
learning; to participate in the teaching consultation process; to consult with a senior 
faculty member; to attend twice-monthly seminars on college teaching, and to work on 
individual projects. Most of the Lilly Teaching Fellows elect to participate in a MAP 
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evaluation. A stipend is awarded to the Fellow's home department to defray the cost for 
released time for the participating faculty member. 
In conjunction with the Provost’s office, the CFT awards grants to faculty at all 
ranks to explore new approaches to teaching and learning. The grants range between 
$1,000 and $1,500. The CFT coordinates the process of selecting grant recipients and 
provides assistance, when needed, in the project funded by the grant. 
The CFT also offers several other funded programs. Graduate Teaching Assistants 
receive support through a campus-wide Teaching Assistant Orientation, workshops, a 
handbook, consultation, and a Teaching Development Documentation Program. The 
second program, the Technology Fellowship, supports senior faculty in the 
implementation of new teaching technologies. The third program pairs faculty and TA 
teams to study and implement projects related to Teaching and Learning in the Diverse 
Classroom. Because of their pilot status or their focus on non-faculty populations (e.g., 
teaching assistant development) these three programs were not included in this study. 
Under the category of campus-wide events are two highly visible CFT activities. 
First, on an annual basis the CFT offers approximately six campus-wide workshops. The 
two hour seminars on topics related to teaching are conducted over the luncheon period. 
They provide faculty members with specific information related to teaching and an 
opportunity to meet with colleagues from across the campus. Encouraging collegiality is 
an articulated goal of the campus-wide workshops. 
Second, the CFT coordinates an annual dinner during the spring semester for the 
campus community "to affirm its continued commitment to teaching" (CFT, Annual 
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Report 1993-94, p. 13). Over 200 faculty members, administrators and students come 
together to celebrate the importance of teaching. 
Included under the category of instructional development resources/outreach, is 
the CFT instructional resources library. The library provides both print and video 
materials which are available for use by any faculty member or teaching assistant. The 
CFT also distributes a monthly newsletter, Teaching Excellence, to 1,700 full-time 
faculty and administrators. The Teaching Portfolio, a booklet prepared by the CFT and 
the Faculty Senate Council on Teaching, Learning, and Instructional Technology, 
provides faculty with suggestions for developing portfolios to document their teaching 
practices. 
Current Assessment Practices 
The CFT conducts both formative and summative evaluations of its ongoing 
programs. For example, the CFT "systematically collects evaluations of all its programs 
and activities from participating faculty, teaching assistants, and academic leaders 
through brief surveys. The CFT also tracks and reports usage of each of its services 
through annual reports which have been prepared on a yearly basis since 1989" (CFT 
Unit Plan, 1995, p. 5). 
Two in-depth evaluation studies also have been conducted on the CFT’s 
“cornerstone” program, the Lilly Teaching Fellows Program. In 1990, an external 
evaluator conducted a review of the University of Massachusetts Lilly Teaching Fellows 
Program through site visits, review of documents, surveys and in-depth interviews. As a 
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result of the evaluation of some 44 programs nationwide, the CFT was recognized as one 
of four exemplary junior faculty development programs in the United States. During the 
academic year 1994-1995, an internal evaluator who had received a Distinguished 
Teaching Award and served as Faculty Associate to the CFT conducted a comprehensive 
study of the first ten years of the Lilly Teaching Fellows Program. The study consisted of 
a mail survey of 60 former fellows (List, 1997) which asked them to assess the impact of 
the program on their own careers and on the University community. 
Statement of the Problem 
Although the need has been recognized for over two decades, ongoing, formative, 
and comprehensive assessment of faculty development programs often does not occur in 
a systematic and thoughtful way. Furthermore, a review of the literature on faculty 
development shows that successful evaluation research has not been widely publicized to 
administrators of faculty development programs nor replicated by other researchers. 
In 1977, Bergquist and Phillips described a four part "consultative" model for 
evaluating faculty development programs (p. 299). The model included in-depth 
interviewing, observing activities, reviewing documents, and using questionnaires for 
data collection. When Blackburn conducted an evaluation of 24 faculty development 
programs in 1980, no mention was made of Bergquist and Phillips' "consultative" model, 
although the key elements of Blackburn's study also included interviews, site visits, 
reviewing documents, and questionnaires. Subsequently, in 1985, Eble and McKeachie 
evaluated 30 faculty development programs for the Bush Foundation. Eble and 
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McKeachie also made site visits, conducted interviews and collected data via 
questionnaires, yet no reference was made to either the Bergquist and Phillips model 
(1977) or Blackburn's research (1980) in their study (1985). There was no evidence in the 
literature that these key individuals, (Bergquist and Phillips, Blackburn, or Eble and 
McKeachie), systematically built upon each other's work in their major studies of 
evaluation practices of faculty development programs. 
The literature review in Chapter Two looks at both models and studies of faculty 
development evaluation practices. Not once was there any exact replication of a previous 
study in any of the literature cited in Chapter Two. Also, an extensive search of the 
literature only produced one comprehensive, practical evaluation model designed for use 
by administrators of faculty development programs (Barker, 1996). 
In addition to a lack of replication of evaluation research, it has been noted that 
actual assessment practices could be improved. Rubino reported in his 1994 study of 
evaluation practices of faculty development programs that "programs have not been 
evaluated systematically. They have usually been based on information related to 
participants' satisfaction with a particular activity. Information is rarely collected about 
faculty learning and changes in behaviors as a result of the program" (Rubino, 1994, p. 
9). 
The purpose of this research was to develop a two-phase assessment process, 
which goes beyond rating participant satisfaction with individual services. Phase 1, 
quantitative in nature, examined a range of questions relevant to the characteristics of 
faculty who have chosen to participate in campus-wide workshops and other services 
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offered by the CFT. Phase 2, qualitative in nature, explored questions relevant to why 
people choose to or not to participate. 
The more comprehensive approach employed in this study includes: statistical 
analysis of quantitative data, examination of factors which influence participation, 
assessment of individual benefits and behavioral changes, investigation of reasons for 
non-participation, behavioral changes, and analysis of institutional impact. The research 
seeks to answer these questions: •Who participates in faculty development programs at 
the University of Massachusetts and how do these faculty differ from those who are not 
involved? •Why do faculty participate in CFT programs at the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst? •What do faculty gain from these efforts, what are the benefits 
of participation? •What changes have faculty members made in their courses or teaching 
as a result of participation in CFT activities? *What do faculty most value from their CFT 
experiences? *Do faculty perceive any changes in institutional environment or campus 
culture as a result of the CFT? *What would faculty change about the CFT? •How might 
the CFT extend its impact on campus? *What do non-participants think about the CFT 
and faculty development activities in general? 
Significance of the Research 
Faculty vitality is directly related to institutional vitality (Bland & Schmitz, 1988; 
Clark & Neave, 1992). Maintaining a vital faculty is the shared responsibility of the 
individual faculty member and the institution. Faculty development can be defined as 
"enhancing the talents, expanding the interests, improving the competence, and otherwise 
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facilitating the professional and personal growth of faculty members, particularly in their 
roles as instructors" (Gaff, 1975, p. 14). Since the early 1970s, many higher education 
institutions have created faculty development programs to fulfill their responsibility in 
partnership with the faculty to create a vital institution. 
From its beginning, the faculty development literature has addressed the need for 
evaluation (Bergquist & Phillips, 1975; Eble & McKeachie, 1985; Gaff, 1975). However, 
ongoing and comprehensive assessment of faculty development programs often does not 
occur. The impetus for this study is the identified need for an assessment process that 
goes beyond rating satisfaction. The study serves multiple purposes. First, it serves to 
build upon and to link together the research which has already been done on the 
evaluation of faculty development programs. The sound theory and methodologies from 
previous studies will be used to create more encompassing assessment processes. Second, 
faculty development practitioners can use the tools developed in this model for formative 
purposes to improve, to redirect, or to confirm the strategic direction of their programs. 
The ability to determine if faculty needs are being met by a faculty development program 
will serve the faculty and ultimately improve student learning. Third, the data from more 
comprehensive assessment processes will assist senior academic administrators in 
allocating resources for faculty development. 
This study shall serve the Center For Teaching by providing two distinct 
assessment perspectives. The first is a quantitatively based analysis of demographic data 
pertaining to attendees at campus-wide workshops. While CFT workshops are an 
important avenue for sharing new ideas and strategies for teaching and learning, for 
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encouraging faculty to change the way they teach, and for creating a sense of community 
and conversation about teaching and learning, they have only been evaluated formatively, 
through brief surveys of participation satisfaction and self-assessment of learning. They 
have not been evaluated in a comprehensive way. Nor has the CFT tracked data on 
participation over time. 
The database of workshop participants will profile college/school affiliation, 
academic rank, and gender for 24 workshops over four academic years. Baldwin and 
Blackburn had found that knowing who participates in faculty development programs 
provides knowledge about “who may be receptive to what types of support” (1981, p. 
611). Knowing who attends workshops will assist the CFT in determining if certain 
groups under or over utilize the service, assessing the effectiveness of how workshops are 
publicized, measuring their impact upon the institution, and tailoring topics to specific 
audiences. 
The second method of inquiry is qualitative in nature. The objective in this phase 
is to explore, through in-depth interviews, the individual assessments and opinions of 
faculty users and non-users of CFT services. The users will be asked how they became 
aware of the CFT, how they decided to take advantage of CFT services, the impact upon 
their teaching and their career, to assess the effectiveness of the CFT and to evaluate the 
impact upon the institution. Non-users will be asked about their awareness of the CFT’s 
services, their opinions about faculty development programs and their reasons for not 
participating. While the interviews seek information on a range of services, particular 
attention will be placed on users assessments of campus-wide workshops. Campus-wide 
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workshops, one of the most visible services offered by the CFT, have been offered since 
the inception of the CFT. Participation by faculty in the workshops is strictly voluntary 
and they reach a significant number of faculty across many disciplines. 
Over the past decade, the Center For Teaching has evolved into a truly 
comprehensive department offering a variety of services related to the improvement of 
teaching and faculty development. The Center also serves multiple constituencies, 
including faculty, graduate students, academic administrators and professional staff. This 
research will focus primarily on data related to the perceptions and needs of faculty 
constituencies obtained through qualitative methodologies and a quantitatively based 
review of campus-wide workshops. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
Assessment Practices 
Assessment has become part of the culture of higher education. Change magazine 
devoted an entire issue, "Assessment Hits Home," to the subject in the 
September/October 1990 edition. The American Association for Higher Education 
sponsors an annual conference titled the AAHE Assessment Forum. The first conference 
was held in 1985 with 700 attendees — in just five years attendance doubled - (Change, 
1990, p. 21). Mandates for greater productivity and accountability are being voiced by 
almost every constituency of higher education. Meaningful methods for assessing gains 
in productivity and measuring the effectiveness of programs are critical in responding to 
these mandates. 
An editorial in the issue of Change magazine, cited above, described assessment 
as "a mindset that asks questions — good questions, hard questions, legitimate questions" 
(Edgerton, September/October 1990, p. 5). The tools of assessment allow us to "judge the 
worth of ongoing programs and to estimate the usefulness of attempts to improve them; 
to assess the utility of innovative programs and initiatives; to increase the effectiveness of 
program management and administration; and to meet various accountability 
requirements" (Rossi & Freeman, 1985, p. 3). Assessment can also serve other purposes; 
for example, if assessment is taken seriously it "can send a strong message" to higher 
education's critics and be used as "a way to strengthen the case for budgetary expansion" 
(Edgerton, 1990, p. 5). 
32 
Assessment can be an important tool for faculty developers. An effective 
evaluation process is useful in the program design phase to determine needs prior to the 
implementation of a faculty development program. For an established program, an 
effective evaluation process can guide strategic planning, and measure whether or not the 
program has met its stated objectives. Formative evaluation can help redirect a program 
when faculty needs or institutional climates have changed. Faculty development 
programs will be in a better position to demonstrate their vital role and to maintain and 
increase their institutional budget allocation if they have data to illustrate their worth. 
Finally, an assessment model provides the framework for posing those hard, "legitimate" 
questions, for collecting the data to answer questions, and to alter strategic direction when 
needed. 
The Status of Evaluation Efforts of Faculty Development Programs 
The recognition of the need to evaluate faculty development practices has been 
noted in the literature since the beginnings of the formalized faculty development 
movement (Hoyt, 1978; Bergquist & Phillips, 1977). In 1978, Centra found that "fewer 
than a fifth of all institutions had completely evaluated their programs or activities" (p. 
161). Some progress was made in the next 13 years when a study by Jennings, Barlar and 
Bartling showed that half of the faculty development programs in their national survey 
were regularly evaluated (1991, p. 155). In 1991, faced with the threat of losing faculty 
development funds, faculty developers in California were forced "to measure the 
effectiveness of their programs in order to prove their value in quantitative terms to 
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legislators" (Knowlton & Ratliffe, 1992, p. 111). Clark and Neave also identified the 
pressing need for "more in-depth study of the effectiveness of faculty development 
strategies" (1992, p. 1657). Recently, the Center for Instructional Resources at Ohio State 
University conducted a national survey to study how faculty development programs 
evaluate their work (Chism & Szabo, 1995), and the 1997 Professional and 
Organizational Development National Conference offered a record seven sessions on 
program evaluation (POD Conference Program, 1997). 
Funding agencies, whether an institution of higher education, a federal agency, or 
a private foundation, often mandate that an evaluation process occur. "The growth of 
effective faculty development in the past twenty years has been largely supported by 
funding from external sources" (Eble & McKeachie, 1985, p. 21). Private foundations 
that have supported faculty development include the Danforth Foundation, the Lilly 
Endowment, the W. K. Kellogg Foundation, the Mellon Foundation, the Carnegie 
Foundation, and the Ford Foundation. Support has also been provided by the Federal 
Government through the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (Eble & 
McKeachie, 1985). Often, external funding sources for faculty development efforts 
establish evaluation criteria and provide an external evaluator or an evaluation team. 
Governmental agencies and legislative bodies at the state level have required documented 
evidence that the "expenditure of funds for staff development is positively affecting 
services delivered to students" (Knowlton, 1992, p. 111). 
The evaluation process enables faculty development administrators to improve 
their performance (Bergquist & Phillips, 1977, p. 287). An effective evaluation process 
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also provides the data necessary to make adjustments and to redirect the program if 
necessary. 
In the literature about faculty development evaluation there is debate about what 
parameters to measure. Bergquist & Phillips framed the debate by identifying the two 
major sources of data, which are the measurement of student learning outcomes, and/or 
measuring individual faculty growth (1977, p. 289). Blackburn (1980) was more limited; 
he advocated measuring learning and behavioral changes in faculty participants. He also 
advocated measuring the "proportion of potential clientele reached", believing these 
indicators could be more readily assessed than student learning and changes in teaching, 
particularly given the resource staff constraints prevalent in so many centers (Blackburn, 
1980, p. 12). Ferren and Mussell's research objective was to "evaluate the program’s 
cumulative progress toward meeting its overall goals" (1987, p. 135). Gaff and Morstain, 
taking a more global view, asked "what benefits accrue to the institution" (1978, p. 73) 
from faculty development programs. Hoyt (1978) developed a three dimensional model 
for collecting data about faculty development programs. First, one could measure the 
satisfaction of those participating in the program. Second, like Blackburn (1980), Hoyt 
advocated measuring behavioral changes in the participants. Third, Hoyt argued that a 
researcher could collect direct evidence of improvement in teaching effectiveness (1978, 
p. 26). 
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The Challenge of Assessment 
No doubt the evaluation of faculty development programs is a challenge. Eble 
articulated a major concern of many researchers when he noted that "obtaining 
convincing evidence of these efforts is rare" (1985, p. 177). The literature suggests three 
key problems in successfully conducting comprehensive evaluation of faculty 
development programs. First as Belker has noted, "Most educators agree that change or 
movement as a result of faculty development is difficult to measure. As with any 
educational intervention the results are often long term and the positive benefits may 
occur long after the actual program” (1983, p. 78). In addition, because of the great 
diversity of practices and how those practices are packaged, “... there is no one model for 
faculty development programs nor is there one model for evaluating those programs” 
(Belker, 1983, p. 78). It would be impossible to design standard measurement tools that 
could be used on every campus, because an assessment model must allow for flexibility 
in design and execution. 
Second, “the term 'evaluation' raises a variety of emotional defense reactions 
among those being evaluated" (Belker, 1983, p. 75). Nelson and Siegel agree noting that 
faculty development "is a delicate area, involving the lives of real human beings who are 
suddenly asked to change their behavior, and it goes to the heart of their professional 
lives" (1980, p. 138). Beyond personal concerns about being evaluated, most instructors 
who work with faculty development programs, especially to improve their teaching, agree 
to do so with the understanding that the consultations are voluntary, confidential and 
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formative in nature. Program evaluation is more often a summative process and data 
collected for formative purposes may not be available to program evaluators. 
Finally, program evaluation takes resources — time, staff, money and energy. 
Bergquist and Phillips point out that "unfortunately, the interest of many educational 
organizations in program evaluation is frequently not matched by willingness to commit 
appropriate funds for the effective implementation of these evaluation components" 
(1979, p. 287). Most faculty development programs have modest staffing and budgets and 
available resources are more often focused on providing services than on documenting 
impact. Here, Bergquist and Phillips do offer suggestions for taking a broader view of 
program evaluation so that it is seen as a process rather than a project. "In essence, 
program evaluation involves the development of a process whereby program activities 
can be interrelated with and compared to program expectations, goals and values 
(Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 286). 
Evaluation Parameters 
One of the initial decisions in planning the evaluation methodology is to 
determine who will serve as the evaluator. There are three basic models for program 
evaluation. In the first, a team or person from the institution organizes what is defined as 
an internal evaluation. The second model involves bringing in a person or team that is 
external to the campus to evaluate the program. These external evaluators are usually 
"expert practitioners" in the field. There are advantages to either model; however, a third 
model is often most effective. In this design the internal staff works with external 
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evaluators. This was the model used by Eble and McKeachie (1985) in their examination 
of a number of faculty development programs that received funds from the Bush 
Foundation. 
After the evaluator is selected, it must be decided when the evaluation will occur. 
Ongoing evaluation is an effective way to measure the progress a program has made; 
however, external evaluations often are conducted on an occasional basis. The frequency 
of evaluations is usually determined by the resources available for its implementation. 
Assessment Methodologies 
There are four commonly used methods to evaluate faculty development 
programs. The structured survey instrument is used most frequently and was a part of the 
research design used by Gaff and Morstain (1978); Blackburn (1980); Belker (1983); 
Eble and McKeachie (1985); Ferren and Mussell (1987); Menges (1988); Orvando 
(1989); Jennings, Barler and Bartling (1991); Knowlton and Ratliffe (1992); and Rubino 
(1994). Depending upon the research objectives, such questionnaires can be sent to 
program participants, program administrators, non-participating faculty or senior 
institutional administrators. Questionnaires can be used as the sole means of assessing a 
program (Knowlton & Ratliffe, 1992; Rubino 1994; Jennings, Barler, & Bartling, 1991), 
or can be used in concert with other means (Gaff & Morstain 1978; Blackburn, 1980; 
Belker 1983; Eble & McKeachie, 1985; Ferren & Mussell, 1987; Menges, et al., 1988; 
and Orvando, 1989). 
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Supplementing the quantitative data provided by questionnaires with qualitative 
interview data is the second most common research design for assessing faculty 
development programs. This strategy was used in research projects directed by Blackburn 
(1980), Belker (1983), Eble and McKeachie (1985), Ferren and Mussell (1987), Menges 
et al. (1988), and Orvando (1989). It was advocated in assessment models described by 
Mehrotra (1987) and Bergquist and Phillips (1977). Interviews can be conducted with the 
same individuals described above in survey research. 
A third process used to assess faculty development programs is to create a "case 
study" of the program under assessment. The basis of the case study is an analysis of 
documents related to the program under review. These documents include all program 
materials, participation statistics, individual program evaluations, and any other written 
materials that pertain to the program (Blackburn, 1980). The use of the case study 
methodology can be found in Bergquist and Phillips' model (1977), Blackburn's research 
(1980), Ferren and Mussell's research (1987), and Mehrota's model (1987). 
The fourth assessment process, which is the least used, is the quasi-experimental 
model. This approach to evaluation offers "a useful and often necessary compromise 
between the needs of an evaluator for a carefully controlled, experimental setting in 
which to study the impact of a program, and the needs of a program staff for maximal 
flexibility and minimal interference in serving the changing needs of an institution" 
(Bergquist and Phillips, 1977, p. 295). The quasi-experimental model was the basis of 
Koffman's research design in 1974 at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. 
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Models and Studies which Describe Faculty Development Evaluation Practices 
In 1978, Centra found that "fewer than a fifth of all institutions had completely 
evaluated their programs or activities" (p. 161). That same year Hoyt noted that the 
literature pertaining to faculty development evaluation was "extremely sparse and the 
studies reported are uncommonly simplistic" (1978, p. 27). Seventeen years later, Chism 
and Szabo embarked upon a national study to examine how faculty development 
programs evaluate their impact upon their institutions. Their survey is an attempt to 
collect "data-based evidence about the state of the field" (Chism and Szabo, 1995, survey 
cover letter). The stated impetus for their study is their concern about broad-based 
criticisms of faculty development programs such as Angelo’s: 
First, a relatively small percentage of faculty take 
advantage of the programs; second, those faculty who do 
participate are often the ones who seem to need them least; 
and third, most faculty-development efforts seem to result 
in little if any measurable, long-term improvement in 
teaching and learning. (Angelo, 1994, p. 3) 
It should be noted that such criticisms themselves are based on observation rather than 
concrete data 
The evaluation of faculty development programs is a complex task because every 
campus is unique and therefore every faculty development program is equally unique. 
Evaluation efforts must be multi-dimensional, ongoing and appropriate for the program 
being evaluated. The following summaries highlight the major work done in the area of 
evaluation of faculty development programs over the past 20 years. Each research 
summary briefly describes the circumstances of the study, the methodologies used, and 
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the major findings. Proposed models for assessment of faculty development programs, 
which are not directly linked to specific research, are also described. 
Chism and Szabo Study 
In 1996, Chism and Szabo published the results of a study designed to determine 
“who uses faculty development programs?” (pg. 118). Chism and Szabo reported that the 
“lack of data prompted the survey undertaken for this study” (1996, pg.l 17). 
They noted that the only other study asking this research question was conducted by 
Centra in 1976 and focused more on classifying users by the types of services they 
selected as opposed to profiling the demographic characteristics of users. 
Chism and Szabo surveyed 100 institutions with identified, formalized faculty 
development programs using a mail survey that was extensively tested. The sample was 
selected from members of the Professional and Organizational Development Network in 
Higher Education. The response rate was 52%. Using the Carnegie standard 
classifications, 14.9% of the respondents identified themselves as Research I or II 
Universities. 
Evaluation Models 
In A Handbook for Faculty Development. Bergquist & Phillips briefly describe 
seven models for evaluating faculty development programs. The historical-descriptive 
model "focuses on the systematic and objective reconstruction of the past history of the 
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program" (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 294). During the evaluation, factual information 
is collected, organized, confirmed and assessed. Quantitative information forms the basis 
of the measurement-correlational model, an "accumulation of quantitative information 
that allows one to investigate the extent to which variations in one program factor 
correspond with variations in other factors" (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 295). The 
quasi-experimental approach to program evaluation involves "a periodic measurement 
process, so that any changes that result from the introduction of a specific program can be 
measured against several past as well as future criteria" (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 
295). The developmental-intensive model is "a time-series quasi-experimental design" 
(Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 296) that focuses on an individual faculty member or 
specific department. The evaluation process itself can contribute to "the growth of faculty 
and other professionals" (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 297) which is known as an 
action-research model of evaluation. "Illuminative evaluation attempts to discover and 
document what it is like to be a participant in a particular program and to discern and 
discuss a program's significant features, recurring components and critical processes" 
(Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 298). In the consultative model the evaluator is not only a 
source of "judgmental and/or descriptive feedback but also of information about 
strategies, activities and skills that can help the program staff move from its current state 
to a desired state" (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 298). The most comprehensive model is 
the consultative model. There are four components to this model: in-depth interviews, 
observations of workshops and programmatic events, review of documents pertaining to 
the program, and questionnaires. 
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An assumption made by Bergquist and Phillips is that the best way for the 
evaluation process to take place is for an evaluator who is not part of the faculty 
development unit to conduct the analysis. This is not feasible for most institutions 
because of the costs associated with hiring a consultant or team of consultants. Moreover, 
Bergquist and Phillips observed that the evaluation process should be ongoing in an effort 
to improve faculty development programs. The two instruments (both a quantitative 
questionnaire and qualitative questioning guide) are included in their handbook and are 
excellent tools for collecting first-hand data from participating faculty about faculty 
development programs. 
Menges and Svinicki (1989) proposed a circular model of program evaluation 
combining "the techniques of creative thinking with research methodology from a variety 
of specializations. It is a realistic approach to designing program evaluation" (p. 81). As 
opposed to the rationalist approach to inquiry, the "naturalistic" model assumes that the 
"evaluation questions emerge from the data" (Menges & Svinicki, 1989, p. 82). 
The essential character of the naturalistic model is circular rather than linear. In 
this model the researcher first identifies and collects data, research questions are 
generated from this data, and the research questions are then answered by the subjects. 
Preliminary analysis of data from the subjects may lead to revising questions or 
creating entirely new questions. The primary advantage of the circular model is that "it 
avoids stagnation and encourages creative exploration" (Menges & Svinicki, 1989, p. 94). 
In this model, data emerges from the initial process and the cycle continues with new data 
and new questions emerging. The circular model of program evaluation can be used with 
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all methods of qualitative data collection, including "narratives, open interviews, logs, 
journals, slice-of-life tapes, and self generated cases" (Menges & Svinicki, 1989, p. 88). 
The Bush Foundation mandated ongoing assessment by an external evaluator of 
all faculty development programs supported by the Foundation. Mehrotra served in this 
capacity. After five years of evaluating programs funded by the Bush Foundation, 
Mehrotra shared her observations and suggestions about program evaluation in a series of 
newsletter articles. All programs funded by the Bush Foundation received a periodic 
newsletter. Writing for the administrators of faculty development programs, Mehrotra 
provided useful guidelines for all aspects of the evaluation process. 
Using a means assessment survey, she recommended that evaluation take place 
before any specific activities are planned. Assessment should also take place during the 
implementation process to determine if the established needs are being met, and 
immediately after the program to measure the effectiveness from both a content and 
methodology viewpoint. Although she served as an outside evaluator, Mehrotra 
recognized the value for internal evaluation. An internal evaluator can conduct formative 
studies and have immediate impact on program adjustments. 
The need to tailor an evaluation to the program was emphasized. Because of the 
multitude of practices identified as faculty development and the unique ways different 
institutions can combine these practices, one method or one standard instrument is not 
adequate. Mehrotra used survey instruments to conduct needs assessment, to collect 
participant evaluations of workshops and programs, and to gather self-assessment data 
from faculty who received grants. The quantitative data was supplemented by a content 
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analysis (Mehrotra, 1987, p. 5) of small grant applications, final reports and other 
documents. Additionally, interviews were conducted with the program administrators and 
participants. 
The most valuable insights shared by Mehrotra concerned overall 
recommendations for the evaluation of faculty development programs. First, she noted 
that "formative evaluation should offer program leaders immediate feedback from the 
participants" (Mehrotra, 1987, p. 5). Second, the program should be assessed at different 
points in time. This would enable a faculty development program administrator to 
evaluate changes and improvements over time. Mehrotra noted that "in particular, it is 
important to examine the 'delayed' effects of participation in the program” (Mehrotra, 
1987, p. 5). Finally, she noted that sharing evaluation strategies among faculty 
development program administrators is important in furthering the efforts for evaluation 
to become a routine aspect of managing a faculty development program. 
Experimental Studies Focused on Teaching Skills that Promote Student Learning 
One of the earliest studies of the evaluation of faculty development activities was 
a doctoral research project conducted at the University of Massachusetts Amherst in the 
early 1970s. The purpose of the study was "to measure the effects of particular 
instructional analysis and feedback procedures on the classroom behavior, student 
evaluations and student achievement of university teaching assistants" (Koffman, 1974, p. 
1). Using an experimental model, Koffman divided 13 graduate teaching assistants, all 
teaching the same course, into 3 groups. The experimental group had ongoing instruction 
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and consultation with instructional specialists, the quasi-experimental group had only an 
initial consultation with the instructional specialists, and the control group received no 
instruction. 
This study was one of the first to use an experimental design; it was subsequently 
used by Erickson and Erickson (1977) and Friedman (1983). The improved effectiveness 
of the instruction was measured by careful analysis of pre- and post- videotaping of actual 
classes, self-evaluations by the teaching assistants, student evaluations, and by comparing 
student achievement test ratings. In all areas there was a positive correlation between the 
ongoing intervention with the experimental group and improved effectiveness. Koffman 
concluded that "instructors can decide to alter their instruction in productive ways and 
that students do detect and respond to such changes" (Koffman, 1974, p. 121). 
The most important aspect of this study was its comprehensive design. The use of 
the four parameters for measuring the success of the teacher training provided a 
foundation for measuring the effectiveness of full-fledged faculty development programs. 
Another research project using an experimental design took place at Baruch 
College to "study the effectiveness of a training program for selected Mathematics faculty 
aimed at improving student achievement in a basic Mathematics course" (Friedman, 
1983, p. 49). The "process-product" or "teaching effectiveness" research paradigm had 
three components: (a) description, (b) correlation, and (c) experimentation. During the 
descriptive phase, the researchers designed instruments necessary to "observe, record and 
analyze what goes on in a classroom" (Friedman, 1983, p. 50). In the correlational phase, 
classroom behaviors are correlated with student achievement. The third, experimental 
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phase, has two components. First, the researchers sought to prove that faculty can be 
trained to use an instructional model, and second, they wanted to rate the effectiveness of 
the instructional model. 
Eleven faculty members volunteered to take part in the training sessions to 
improve teaching effectiveness. Of this group, five were selected solely because they 
were able to meet at a specific time. The pool of five consisted of one associate professor, 
two assistant professors and two (tenured) lecturers. The control group consisted of eight 
other full-time faculty members. Both the group receiving the experimental treatment and 
the control group taught the same remedial math course. All of the instructors used the 
same textbook, course outline and exercises. 
The treatment consisted of seminars to learn techniques to improve classroom 
instruction, to become familiar with "the learning styles of various minority groups" 
(Friedman, 1983, p. 53), and to provide instructors with feedback on their teaching by 
using videotapes of their classrooms. The training program lasted one semester and the 
group met for one 2-hour session and one 1-hour session each week. Student achievement 
was measured at the end of the semester using an examination that was developed by the 
college’s Mathematics department. "For percent passing, the means were 59.1 for the 
experimental group and 49.4 for the control group" (Friedman, 1983, p. 58). The 
experimental group performed significantly better than the control group. 
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Studying the Direct Impact on Students 
McMillan (1975) studied faculty development programs, which he called 
"instructional improvement agencies" (p. 17) at 35 public and private universities in the 
United States. The programs studied provided traditional faculty development services 
such as "seminars, courses, newsletters, other publications, and individual consultations" 
(p. 17). The faculty development units that he surveyed measured their success "by 
apparent changes in faculty via responses from faculty; the number of faculty calling for 
information, requests for consultation or other services, and responses to publications" (p. 
20). He found that little emphasis "is put on how faculty influence students, especially the 
personal and social development of students" (McMillan, 1975, p. 17). 
The author advocated that measurement tools be developed to discern the impact 
of faculty upon students’ thinking skills, attitudes about subject areas, personal values, 
communication skills, problem solving, and critical thinking skills. These dimensions of 
education are important skills, which benefit students throughout their life. However, 
McMillan did not discuss the mechanics of measuring these dimensions. 
The Kansas State University Office of Educational Improvement and Innovation 
(KSUOEI) used student ratings to evaluate the effectiveness of their faculty development 
program. The researchers collected data by surveying the faculty and graduate teaching 
assistants it serves and comparing student ratings of the same instructor on different 
occasions. Three hundred and eighty one faculty members who came in contact with the 
KSUOEI participated in a survey (Hoyt, 1978). 
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The researchers reported that "clearly, respondents expressed satisfaction with 
nearly every aspect of the services provided. As noted earlier, such responses are not 
convincing since respondents may simply be reacting to social pressure to be 'pleasant'" 
(Hoyt, 1978, p. 28). The value of the survey results was in the rankings, which 
distinguished what services were of most value to the greatest number of respondents. 
The KSUOEI staff felt that the more valuable data was in the student ratings of 
instructional effectiveness. Course evaluations with 15 different measures were compared 
for 348 faculty members who had taught the same course at least three times over a four- 
year period. The director of the office of KSUOEI reviewed the 348 faculty members 
"and placed each in one of three groups: those with whom he had 'much contact, some 
contact and no contact"' (Hoyt, 1978, p. 30). Adjusted means for teaching effectiveness 
ratings for the three groups were reported using a table format. The results demonstrated 
"that significant improvement resulted when consultative services were made available to 
motivated faculty members" (Hoyt, 1978, p. 33). 
Evaluation of Multiple Campuses 
Gaff and Morstain (1978) developed one of the first research projects specifically 
designed to measure the effectiveness of a faculty development program. They evaluated 
faculty development programs at 14 institutions of higher education using a survey 
instrument which was distributed to both participating and non-participating faculty on 
each of the campuses. Because it was one of the first research projects in the field, the 
reference list contained only four publications, one of which was forthcoming. In 
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describing their study, Gaff and Morstain noted that "while the literature of faculty 
development is replete with descriptions and analyses of programs, little evidence has 
been gathered about the impact of these programs on participants or on their institutions" 
(Gaff & Morstain, 1978, p. 73). 
One of the most interesting questions explored in their research was whether 
faculty who self-selected to participate in faculty development activities differed 
demographically from the faculty population at-large. Were faculty development 
programs already "preaching to the converted"? Gaff and Morstain examined attributes of 
both participating and non-participating faculty and found considerable similarities in a 
variety of characteristics. The "evidence obtained both before and after the programs were 
established leads us to conclude that the participants represented a good cross-section of 
the total faculty" (Gaff & Morstain, 1978, p. 75). 
Gaff and Morstain conducted a mid-project assessment to compile a list of 
possible benefits from their faculty development programs. Subsequently they surveyed 
faculty participating in programs to determine those activities which faculty rated as 
providing the greatest benefits. Fifty eight percent of those surveyed indicated that "much 
or a great deal of benefit was contact with interesting people from other parts of the 
institution" (Gaff & Morstain, 1978, p. 75). Listed second with a 48% rating was 
increased motivation or stimulation for teaching excellence, which resulted directly from 
participation in program activities. 
Another strategy used by Gaff and Morstain was to measure the "specific benefits 
of teaching improvement activities" (Gaff & Morstain, 1978, p. 75). Respondents were 
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asked if they used techniques learned through the faculty development program in their 
teaching. Sixty one percent responded that the program had given them ideas for 
improving teaching and a greater understanding of learning theories, which resulted in 
changes in the classroom. 
Also assessed in this study was the institutional impact of a faculty development 
program. It was reported that 50% of the participants agreed "that the climate for teaching 
had become more favorable." Overall, faculty at the various institutions reported that they 
felt "a sense of renewal and revitalization for the institution" (Gaff & Morstain, 1978, p. 
81). 
Lastly, Gaff and Morstain studied the opinions of non-participating faculty about 
the impact of the faculty development program on their campus. Two questions were 
asked of this group. First, they were asked about their knowledge of the program's 
essential services. Over 37% indicated they knew of the essential services, over 50% were 
acquainted with the program, and only 12% were totally unaware of the program's 
existence. Second, the non-participants indicated that the teaching climate had become 
more favorable on the campus as a result of the faculty development program. 
Under the direction of Robert T. Blackburn, 24 faculty development programs 
were evaluated by the Center for the Study of Higher Education at the University of 
Michigan. The evaluation process was extensive and included visits to each institution, 
administration of 7 different survey instruments, and preparation of a case study on each 
institution. Blackburn offered several recommendations about the assessment process. 
First, "program evaluation is a process rather than a procedure" (Blackburn, 1980, p. 11). 
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In this process, the evaluator forms judgments by comparing the program to established 
standards and to other programs. Second, the evaluator must be aware that a program may 
produce "unanticipated results" which may be positive or negative; however the 
"unforeseen results are as important — occasionally even more important -- than the 
original objectives" (Blackburn, 1980, p. 11). Blackburn's third recommendation is for 
the evaluator to be concerned with the percentage of the population which is being served 
by a faculty development program. 
The fourth recommendation is to use both statistical and descriptive techniques in 
the evaluation process. The statistical measures allow for objective comparisons of data. 
The qualitative data supplements the quantitative data by allowing the researcher to 
provide formative data about the program. Finally, Blackburn points out that the final 
report should serve two purposes; first, it should reinforce the worthiness of the program, 
and second it should provide guidance about redirecting the program when needed. 
Blackburn asked faculty to rank the importance of the objectives of a faculty 
development program. Ranked near the bottom or not mentioned at all was the goal of 
achieving "better understanding and better relationships" with students (Blackburn, 1980, 
p. 28). Although not a high priority for faculty responding to Blackburn’s survey, the 
quality of interpersonal faculty and student relationships was the central theme of 
McMillan's research (1975). 
Menges, et al., also evaluated multiple campuses (1988) through the support of 
the Lilly Foundation and the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. The regional Program for 
Faculty Renewal at Stanford was instituted to serve four-year institutions of higher 
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education in California, Washington, and Oregon. From 1979 to 1984, over 400 faculty 
members participated in the program. Workshops which lasted two weeks were held at 
host institutions throughout the summer months and reunion weekend retreats occurred 
throughout the year. Both activities were assessed using a three-page questionnaire sent 
to each participant, and 18 personal interviews with faculty representing ten different 
institutions. 
The results of their evaluation of participant satisfaction with the workshops and 
reunions were very high. The mean response for session effectiveness was 3.2 on a 4.0 
point scale. 
However, the most significant data was collected in the interview process. 
Menges, et al., reported that "professional development programs must also take account 
of the present extraordinary demoralizing professional situations faced by many college 
professors" (Menges, et al., 1988, p. 303). Faculty reported that the volume of teaching 
and other faculty responsibilities was debilitating. The lack of funds for travel and 
research precluded scholarship in the summer months. Several faculty members noted 
that no faculty members had been added in their discipline in 14 years (Menges, et al., 
1988, p. 303). A faculty where most members hold tenure results in few financial 
incentives because faculty are likely at the top of their rank, less opportunities exist for 
new faculty to introduce new ideas, and there is intense rivalry for institutional resources. 
Menges, et al., postulated that one of the major roles for a faculty development 
program is to "foster emotional renewal, and it must do so without slighting disciplinary 
and pedagogical development" (Menges, et al., 1988, p. 304). The Program for Faculty 
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Renewal at Stanford served faculty in this capacity. The ongoing nature of the reunion 
weekends fostered a sense of caring among the participating faculty. 
An Alternative Approach to Traditional Faculty Development 
Boice (1984) reported on a clinically based, direct intervention faculty 
development program. The researcher, a psychology professor, described the participants 
as subject/patients. The objective of the study was to demonstrate an alternative approach 
to traditional faculty development programs. The program was designed to serve "needy" 
(a term used by the researcher) faculty. It was designed to go beyond instructional 
development with the goal of treating personal needs. Self-evaluation rather than student 
evaluations were used as a measure of success. The overall objective was to 
simultaneously improve both teaching and scholarship. 
The subjects were faculty members from doctoral granting universities serving in 
schools of social and behavioral sciences. Administrators referred some faculty to the 
program and others learned of the program through departmental workshops. Five of the 
16 subjects were female and 12 of the 16 subjects were untenured. "All 16 subjects were 
self-described blocked writers (i.e., unable to produce useful prose on command, having 
completed no writing projects within the preceding four months, and anxious about 
writing)" (Boice, 1984, p. 197). The subjects also experienced stress in their teaching 
activities. 
The treatment consisted of private hourly sessions each week with the 
experimenter-therapist over a two-year period. Eight subjects concentrated on teaching 
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skills for a sixteen-week period. The other eight subjects worked on writing productivity. 
In subsequent sessions they switched emphasis. Subjects were taught to evaluate their 
own teaching skills by viewing videos of their classroom with the experimenter-therapist. 
Writing productivity was encouraged by requiring each participant to produce two pages 
of material every day. The experimenter-therapist reviewed the participants’ written 
work. 
Upon evaluation at the end of two years, the participants improved in both 
teaching and scholarship. A table graphed their base writing output prior to treatment and 
after treatment. Prior to treatment they averaged about half a page per scheduled writing 
day. After treatment they produced over two pages per writing day. Within one group of 
eight subjects that went through the writing component together, all eight submitted "at 
least two papers for publication, and seven subjects had at least one accepted for 
publication pending revisions. Four subjects received discretionary raises based in large 
part on these performances" (Boice, 1984, p. 202). 
At the end of the sessions, the correlations exceeded +.95 between the 
experimenter-therapist's and subject's ratings of seven specific teaching skills 
demonstrated on videotapes of actual teaching. 
This study described a very unique approach to faculty development. The sample 
size was small and the subjects were not randomly selected, therefore the results are not 
generalizable to a larger population. However, writing output increased, self evaluations 
of teaching videos improved, and articles were published. 
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It is questionable how many faculty members at research universities would enter 
into a therapeutic relationship with a faculty developer. Also, the cost of providing a 
small group of faculty with an experimenter-therapist might prohibit many institutions 
from offering such services. In the literature surveyed for this dissertation, this was the 
only mention of this unique approach to faculty development. 
Formative Evaluation 
Previously noted studies have focused primarily on summative review; one study 
by Ferren and Mussell (1987), however, took a formative, developmental focus. The 
College of Arts and Sciences at American University was the recipient of a grant to create 
a faculty development program. Ferren and Mussell had the foresight to recognize that in 
the initial planning phases for the implementation of the program, it was essential to 
develop a plan for systematic program evaluation. They concluded that the "usual 
approaches to education program evaluation, including experimental and quasi- 
experimental designs, are inappropriate to a program aimed at serving everyone" (Ferren 
& Mussell, 1987, p. 135). In addition to the usual measuring tools, such as statistics on 
participation, narrative assessments on faculty projects, and participant ratings of 
workshops, Ferren and Mussell decided to "evaluate the program's cumulative progress 
toward meeting its overall goals and to provide guidance for mid-course corrections" 
(Ferren & Mussell, 1987, p. 135). 
A "non-intrusive formative evaluation process" (Ferren & Mussell, 1987, p. 135) 
was designed to meet their evaluation objectives. An evaluation team consisting of four 
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faculty members was formed to develop and oversee the process. The team decided they 
needed to look beyond participation statistics and workshop evaluations. Their goal was 
to "measure impact through attitudes, behaviors, and commitments of the participants 
over time" (Ferren & Mussell, 1987, p. 137). 
The first step in their evaluation process was to send a survey to the 230 faculty 
members in the college. The most meaningful data was gathered through 30 extensive 
personal interviews with faculty members. Through this process the program was able to 
redirect its efforts to accommodate curriculum changes mandated by new general 
education requirements, present more complex workshop topics, and to continue to be 
responsive to individual faculty members. 
One of the most significant outcomes of the evaluation process was the creation of 
a workshop on student perceptions of teaching. The workshop was unique because both 
students and faculty participated. Concerns about the ultimate consumer of education, the 
student, have been addressed in previous studies of faculty development programs. 
However, this was the first mention of holding a workshop so that both students and 
faculty had the opportunity to discuss the topic together in a workshop environment. 
Overall, the program evaluation served as "a catalyst for the program's future 
direction" (Ferren & Mussell, 1987, p. 141). Secondly, the faculty development program 
improved communication among faculty in the college. This had been recognized as a 
problem for some time, yet other efforts to improve communication had not had the 
measurable results of the faculty development program. 
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Summary 
Using a modified form of meta-analysis, it was interesting to note that regardless 
of the type of faculty development program, the classification of institution, or the 
research methodology, one major finding appeared in six of the studies reviewed. 
Although sometimes not articulated as a specific research question, an unintended benefit 
of a faculty development program is the increased collegiality across the institution. 
Ovando found that one of the major strengths reported by the faculty she surveyed was 
the "opportunity to meet and interact with various faculty members from other 
disciplines" and furthermore, that "collegiality promotes satisfaction with teaching" 
(1989, p. 9). Blackburn found that the program outcome which received the highest 
ranking by faculty was "increased interactions with their peers" (1980, p. 28). At 
American University, Ferren and Mussell found that their "most important finding was 
that collegiality and morale in the College has been substantially improved (1987, p. 
138). Gaff and Morstain's research concurred; they reported that the "greatest benefit 
reported by participating faculty was their contact with interesting people from other parts 
of the institution" (1978, p. 73). In their site visit interviews, Eble and McKeachie 
reported that the "dominant theme in our site visits was the positive effect the Bush 
Program had upon faculty morale" (1978, p. 76). Most recently, in 1992, Knowlton and 
Ratliffe wrote that "faculty described a sense of renewal resulting from greater 
understanding of colleagues, gaining a network of contacts and strengthened working 
relationships” (p. 115). 
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Institutions of higher education have been under tremendous stress throughout the 
late 1990s. There is an attempt to measure the impact of higher education in quantitative 
terms. Often, productivity indicators from the business world are being applied to higher 
education institutions. Political battles ensue as ever-shrinking financial resources are 
allocated among various campus departments. Technology is dramatically changing and 
de-personalizing the workplace. In the midst of these rapid changes, it is important to 
note and underline the widespread finding that increased personal contact rather than 
specific skills is one of the most appreciated dimensions of a faculty development 
program. 
As mentioned earlier, the greatest failing in the area of faculty7 development 
program evaluation seems to be the lack of communication about evaluation efforts 
among practitioners and researchers. There has been some truly excellent work in this 
area, however it does not seem that researchers and practitioners build upon each other's 
work in a systematic way. If there were more collaboration among those in the field and 
those studying the field, meaningful evaluation could be a part of more faculty 
development programs. 
The difficulty in finding models for effective program assessment was noted by 
Ferren and Mussell (1987), and Belker (1983). Ferren and Mussell wrote, "The need for 
evaluation is clearly established, but successful models for evaluation are woefully 
underdescribed. A review of the literature on faculty development provides valuable 
guidance for program design; unfortunately, there is little guidance available for 
designing effective evaluation " (1987, p. 135). 
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These comments were made in the late-1980s, yet some of the most 
comprehensive work in the area of faculty development evaluation was done in the 
previous decade. Bergquist and Phillips (1977) proposed a four part consultative model 
for evaluation, consisting of in-depth interviews, observation of events, and review of 
documents and questionnaires. Blackburn (1980), with funding from FIPSE, assessed 24 
faculty development programs. His model included reviewing program materials, a site 
visit with interviews, developing a written case study and administering survey 
instruments. In 1983, the Bush Foundation hired Eble and McKeachie to spend two years 
evaluating 30 faculty development programs. Their model was comprised of an 
institutional self-evaluation, in-depth interviews, and a faculty questionnaire. 
None of these studies (Bergquist & Phillips, 1977; Blackburn, 1980; Eble & 
McKeachie, 1985) referenced the valuable work done earlier by their colleagues, 
however, the data collection methods and sources are similar across their work. 
Successful evaluation projects seem to draw upon some combination of the following 
methods: review of documents, surveys, site visits, and in-depth interviews of users and 
non-users, students and administrators. These practices might offer a good beginning for 
developing a comprehensive evaluation model. 
Clearly, the literature shows a need for designating resources within the operating 
budget of formalized faculty development programs to conduct ongoing assessment. With 
adequate resources, both financial and personnel, faculty development practitioners need 
to collaborate with researchers to develop versatile assessment models to accommodate 
the many practices characterized as formal faculty development. Lastly, practitioners and 
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researchers should share successful assessment practices. It would be useful to all those 
involved in faculty development to analyze the results on a nation-wide basis. 
Although the need has been recognized for nearly two decades, ongoing 
assessment of faculty development programs often does not occur in a systematic and 
thoughtful way. A review of the literature on faculty development shows there is little 
guidance available for designing effective, formative evaluation. Assessment practices of 
most faculty development programs usually consist of measuring individual participant 
satisfaction with programs and events. "Rarely does evaluation include learning aspects, 
and more rarely yet, behavioral aspects of the job and consequences or effects on the 
other elements of the organization" (Rubino, 1994, p. 14). 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODS 
Overview 
Employing two distinct methodologies, a quantitative examination of a range of 
questions relevant to the characteristics of participants in campus-wide workshops, and an 
in-depth qualitative inquiry into the perceptions of both users and non-users of CFT 
services, this research process went beyond simply rating participant satisfaction with 
individual services. The overall objective was to solicit data about the individual 
“learning aspects” and the “effects” upon the organization, which Rubino described 
above. 
The quantitative data was collected and analyzed initially, during Phase I, so that 
it could be used in framing some of the questions in Phase II. The preliminary statistical 
information obtained also assisted in defining the preferred demographic characteristics 
of the subjects interviewed in the qualitative phase. 
The key elements of this study included statistical analysis of quantitative data, 
examination of factors that influence participation, assessment of individual benefits and 
behavioral changes, investigation of reasons for non-participation, and an analysis of 
institutional impact. 
Highly regarded researchers in the faculty development field have recommended 
more studies, which combine quantitative and qualitative methods (Bergquist & Phillips, 
1979; Eble & McKeachie, 1985; Gaff, 1975; Menges & Svinicki, 1989). Patton (1990, p. 
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188) has also suggested the combination of methodologies in the study of the same 
phenomenon or program, a technique he calls “triangulation.” Patton asserts the study 
design is strengthened through triangulation because "different types of data provide 
cross-data validity checks" (Patton, 1990, p. 188). 
The program chosen for the study is directed by the Center For Teaching (CFT) at 
the University of Massachusetts Amherst. 
This chapter describes the research design for this study, including data sources, 
collection methodology, research questions, and statistical tools used for analysis. 
Chapter 4 reports the quantitative and qualitative findings. The linkages between 
the quantitative and qualitative findings are explored in Chapter 5. 
Research Design 
The research consisted of two phases. Phase I was a quantitative analysis of a 
database profiling the demographic characteristics of participants in CFT workshops over 
4 academic years, 1992-1993 through 1995-1996. The demographic characteristics of 
faculty who had participated in CFT workshops were compared with the characteristics of 
the general faculty population at the university. The purpose of comparing the 
demographic characteristics of the two groups was to determine if there were statistically 
significant differences between them. If statistically significant differences were present 
the researcher would be able to make inferences about the correlation between various 
factors and the three primary variables in the study: gender, college affiliation and 
academic rank. 
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Research Questions 
The following section articulates the research questions for both Phase I and 
Phase II. 
Quantitative Research Questions 
Phase I was designed to answer the following research questions, all of which 
apply to participants in campus-wide workshops. 
• What is the professional affiliation of campus-wide workshop participants? 
• Is the college affiliation for workshop attendance consistent with the overall 
distribution of faculty by college affiliation? 
• Is the gender of workshop attendees consistent with the University’s 
distribution of faculty by gender? 
• Is the academic rank of workshop attendees consistent with the University’s 
overall distribution of faculty by their academic rank? 
• Does college affiliation influence whether faculty are more likely to attend 
more than one workshop? 
• How do the faculty who attend differ from those who are not involved? 
• How does the type of workshop influence average attendance? 
• Does the type of workshop influence participation by gender? 
• What is the institutional impact of campus-wide workshops? What percentage 
of the campus population has attended campus-wide workshops, between the 
academic years 1992-1993 through 1995-1996? 
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Qualitative Research Questions 
The primary research questions used in Phase II are noted below. 
• Why do faculty participate in CFT programs at the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst? 
• What do faculty gain from these efforts, what are the perceived benefits of 
participation? 
• What changes have faculty members made in their courses or teaching as a 
result of participation in CFT activities? 
• What do faculty most value from their CFT experiences? 
• Do faculty perceive any changes in institutional environment or campus 
culture as a result of the CFT? 
• What would faculty change about the CFT? How might the CFT extend its 
impact on campus? 
• What do non-participants think about the CFT and faculty development 
activities in general? 
In Phase II, qualitative research methods were used to conduct and analyze in- 
depth interviews of three users of a variety of CFT services and three randomly selected 
faculty who have not used CFT services. The purpose of the qualitative interviews was to 
go beyond statistical analysis to delve into perceptions, observations, and effects upon 
individuals and the institution. 
The interview questions were organized into three blocks. Block I, with questions 
common to both users and non-users, asked subjects about their strategies and priorities 
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for balancing the demands of teaching and research activities. They were also asked to 
describe the culture within their department and the established expectations for teaching, 
research and service activities. The purpose of these questions was to assess the role of 
teaching in the context of the subject’s career. Also, these questions were designed to be 
relatively benign, allowing the researcher to develop a rapport with the subject. 
Block II questions for users explored all aspects of the subjects’ involvement with 
the CFT. They were asked to describe how they became aware of the CFT, why they 
became involved, their initial impression of CFT services, the benefits of participation, 
any drawbacks, and their overall assessment. The purpose of these questions was to find 
out why faculty participate, the impact the CFT has had upon their professional lives and 
what they would change about how the CFT operates. 
The Block II questions for non-users investigated the subjects’ opinions about 
formalized faculty development programs and their awareness of the CFT. Those aware 
of the CFT were asked to share their general impression of the department. Other 
questions focused on why they have not taken advantage of CFT services or programs. 
The objective of Block II questions for non-users was to answer the question, “Why don’t 
faculty participate in CFT programs and workshops?” and to discover any unmet needs 
for faculty development. 
In Block III, users and non-users were asked to answer questions pertaining to the 
broader impact of the CFT upon the institution. It was recognized that non-users may not 
be able to answer institutional impact questions. 
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Phase I-Statistical Analysis of Demographic Data 
Campus-wide Workshops 
In Phase I, demographic data for participants attending campus-wide workshops 
sponsored by the CFT was compared to the characteristics of the general faculty 
population. Twenty-four workshops were held during the four academic years between 
1992-1993 and 1995-1996. The workshop topics varied, but the basic format remained 
the same. 
Each time a workshop was designed, an announcement describing the workshop 
was mailed to the on-campus offices of all instructional faculty, academic deans, and 
academic department heads, and to graduate teaching assistants. CFT workshops were 
presented in a meeting room in the University’s Campus Center. A buffet luncheon was 
served from 11:30 AM to approximately 12:30 PM. The presentation began upon the 
conclusion of the luncheon and lasted 60 to 90 minutes. Usually, at the conclusion of the 
presentation or lecture, there was time for participant comments and questions. An 
evaluation survey was collected from the participants at the conclusion of each workshop. 
Campus-wide workshops were selected over other CFT services because they 
have high visibility within the campus community, participation is voluntary, and the data 
were easily accessible. The objective of collecting and analyzing the data was to develop 
a demographic profile of the faculty who have participated in these campus-wide events. 
The profile of users was compared to the general faculty population to determine if those 
who self-select to participate in campus-wide workshops were representative of the 
faculty at-large. 
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An analysis of participation statistics at campus-wide workshops also addressed 
the question of institutional impact. Of all the CFT programs, the campus-wide 
workshops serve the largest percentage of faculty. Participants in the workshops 
representing a wide range of disciplines and workshop topics often addressed issues and 
concerns that were discussed and debated throughout the institution. 
Other CFT Services 
The CFT offers other services and programs besides the campus-wide workshops. 
This section describes why these other services or programs were not included in Phase I 
of the study. 
Individual consultation services were not chosen for analysis in Phase I for several 
reasons. First, the range of individual consultation services varies considerably. A faculty 
member could meet with a CFT staff person for 30 minutes to discuss a specific problem, 
or the CFT could conduct an extensive, semester-long assessment. The extent of services 
is so broad that it would be difficult to classify. More important, the CFT has a policy 
that guarantees faculty members complete confidentiality during the consultation process. 
The director of the CFT could not jeopardize the confidentiality of the consultation 
process by assembling and publishing demographic data for those receiving voluntary, 
confidential consultation services. 
The MAP (Midterm Assessment Project), a special consultation program for new 
faculty is also voluntary and confidential. In addition, the program began in 1994, 
therefore four years of data was not available for analysis. Consequently, it was decided 
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not to include it in Phase I analysis. Two additional programs, Teaching and Learning in 
the Diverse Classroom (TLDC), and the TEACHnology Fellowship for senior faculty, 
established in 1995 and 1997 respectively, are both pilot projects and it is too early to 
conduct a long-term analysis of effectiveness. 
A comprehensive assessment of the Lilly Teaching Fellows Program 
encompassing the academic years 1986-1987 through 1995-1996 was recently conducted 
by a University professor who served as Faculty Associate to the CFT. A report was 
issued which summarized the key findings and included recommendations for creating a 
climate on campus, which values teaching and learning. Since this study was recently 
published (List, 1997), and was very thorough in its approach, the Lilly Teaching Fellows 
Program was not included in Phase I. 
Process for Data Collection for Quantitative Analysis 
The following process was used to assemble the data tables for the quantitative 
analysis. A participant list for each workshop was provided to the researcher by the CFT. 
The lists included the workshop titles, dates, participant names, and the participants’ 
departmental or organizational affiliation. 
A database table was created to organize and code the participant demographic 
data. Column A contained participant surnames and initials of their first names. Column 
B reported the departmental affiliation. Academic rank was noted in column C and 
gender was recorded in column D. Columns E through AG noted workshop attendance 
and summarized the data for each academic year. 
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Coding 
Departmental Affiliation 
The 68 academic departments at the University of Massachusetts Amherst are 
organized within nine colleges. Institutional data, such as departmental affiliation, were 
taken from the Factbooks published by the University of Massachusetts Office of 
Institutional Research (1992-1994; 1994-1996). 
Numerical integers 1-9 were assigned to the nine colleges and their academic 
departments. Workshop participants who are employed at the University of 
Massachusetts in non-academic departments were coded with the numeral 10. The 
numeral 11 was used to signify workshop participants who are not employed by the 
University of Massachusetts Amherst. The following table illustrates the numerical code 
assigned to each school or college and the list of academic departments within each 
school or college. 
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Table 3.1 
Departmental Codes 
School or College Code 
Humanities and Fine Arts 
Afro-American Studies 1 
Art 1 
Asian Languages 1 
Classics 1 
Comparative Literature 1 
English 1 
French and Italian 1 
Germanic Languages and Literature 1 
History 1 
Journalism 1 
Linguistics 1 
Music and Dance 1 
Philosophy 1 
Slavic Languages 1 
Soviet and East European Studies 1 
Spanish and Portuguese 1 
Theater 1 
Women's Studies 1 
Natural Science and Mathematics 
Biochemistry and Molecular Biology 2 
Biology 2 
Chemistry 2 
Computer Science 2 
Geology and Geography 2 
Mathematics and Statistics 2 
Microbiology 2 
Molecular and Cellular Biology 2 
Physics and Astronomy 2 
Polymer Science and Engineering 2 
Social and Behavioral Sciences 
Anthropology 3 
Communication 3 
Economics 3 
Labor Studies 3 
Legal Studies 3 
Political Science 3 
Social Thought and Political Economy 3 
Sociology 3 
Education 4 
School or College Code 
Engineering 
Chemical 5 
Civil and Environmental 5 
Electrical and Computer 5 
Industrial and Operations Research 5 
Manufacturing 5 
Mechanical 5 
Food and Natural Resources 
Consumer Studies 6 
Entomology 6 
Environmental Sciences 6 
Food Engineering 6 
Food Science 6 
Forestry and Wildlife Management 6 
HRTA 6 
LARP 6 
Plant and Soil Sciences 6 
Plant Pathology 6 
Resource Economics 6 
Sports Studies 6 
Veterinary and Animal Sciences 6 
Management 
Accounting 7 
Finance and Operations 7 
Management 7 
Marketing 7 
School of Management 7 
Nursing 8 
Public Health and Health Sciences 
Communication Disorders 9 
Exercise Science 9 
Nutrition 9 
Public Health 9 
Non-Academic Campus Department 10 
Off-Campus Guest 11 
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Professorial Rank 
There are five categories of academic rank for teaching faculty at the University 
of Massachusetts at Amherst. Those holding the rank of Professor were coded with the 
numeral 1, Associate Professor-2, Assistant Professor-3, Instructor-4 and Lecturer-5. The 
numeral 6 indicated non-teaching but academically affiliated administrators, such as 
department heads and deans. University of Massachusetts professional employees, such 
as the director of the audio-visual department, who are not employed by an academic 
department were coded with the numeral 7. The numeral 8 indicated a graduate teaching 
assistant. Participants not employed by the university were coded with the numeral 9. 
Table 3.2 
Professorial Rank of Full-time 
Instructional Faculty and 
Administrative Affiliation 
Faculty Code 
Professor 1 
Associate Professor 2 
Assistant Professor 3 
Instructor 4 
Lecturer 5 
Other 
Non-teaching, Academic Affiliation 6 
Professional Staff, Non-Academic Affiliation 7 
Graduate Student 8 
Off-Campus 9 
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Gender 
Male workshop participants were coded with the number 0 and females were 
coded with the integer 1. 
Workshops 
The workshops were organized in chronological order and numbered in sequence. 
In consultation with the director of the CFT, four categories were developed to indicate 
the type of workshop. Workshops presenting topics related to issues of diversity were 
coded 1. Traditional teaching and learning topics were presented in workshops coded 
with the numeral 2. Technology related workshops were coded with a 3, and workshops 
in areas that support individual faculty members’ professional growth were coded 4. 
After the data were assembled in table format, statistical analysis was used to 
compare the demographic profile of participants with the characteristics of the total 
population. The demographic characteristics of the faculty at-large, college/school 
representation, gender, and professorial rank, were taken from the Factbooks published 
by the Office of Institutional Research at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. 
Consideration was given to studying ethnicity of workshop participants in 
comparison to the general campus population; however, such data was considered 
confidential by the University of Massachusetts Amherst Department of Human 
Resources. Therefore, it was not available to the researcher and was not included in the 
study. 
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Participant name and affiliation was obtained from the CFT individual workshop 
registration forms. Gender identification was done by the researcher and verified by the 
Director of the CFT. Academic rank was obtained from the University of Massachusetts 
Amherst Department of Human Resources. A copy of the letter requesting data from the 
Human Resources Department is included in the appendix. 
Statistical Methodology 
The null hypothesis of the study of participants in campus-wide workshops was 
that there is no difference between the faculty who participate in CFT workshops and the 
faculty population at-large. Statistical power analysis was used to determine if the null 
hypothesis was accepted or rejected. “Statistical power analysis is a procedure for 
studying the likelihood that a particular test of statistical significance will be sufficient to 
reject a false null hypothesis” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 357). The probability that a 
“particular test of statistical significance will lead to the rejection of a false null 
hypothesis” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 357) is known as statistical power. Mathematical 
tables are used to show how various factors increase or decrease statistical power. Chi 
Square is the statistical test that will be used to prove or disprove the null hypothesis. 
Phase II - In-Depth Qualitative Interviews 
The primary objective in Phase II was to assess the influence of a faculty 
development program upon individual faculty members and its impact, in a broader 
sense, upon the institution. Qualitative interviews were conducted with a total of six 
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faculty members. The interview technique that was employed is called in-depth, 
phenomenologically-based interviewing. Developed by Seidman, this approach uses 
"primarily, open-ended questions. Their major task is to build upon and explore 
participants' responses to those questions" (Seidman, 1991, p. 9). 
Interviews were conducted with three faculty who had extensive experience with 
CFT services and had participated in workshops over several years. The group took 
advantage of a range of CFT services including the Lilly fellowship program, class visits, 
mid-semester student surveys, videotaping, and an award of a faculty grant for teaching. 
These CFT programs were chosen for analysis because they represent the areas that 
provide direct, individualized teaching development services to faculty, are highly visible 
in the campus community, and where participation may be recommended, but is strictly 
voluntary. The remaining three interviews were conducted with faculty who had no direct 
experience with the CFT during the years 1992-1993 through 1995-1996. 
The interview questions for both users and non-users are included in the appendix. 
Sample Selection - Users 
The Director of the CFT provided a list of faculty members whom she felt could 
be potential interview subjects. They were organized in three broad categories: Lilly 
Fellows, faculty who participated in individual consultations, and those who participated 
in workshops on a regular basis. The list contained between six and ten faculty members 
within each category. Seidman advises against interviewing acquaintances and friends 
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(1991, pg. 9); therefore, the first step was to eliminate those faculty members known by 
the researcher. 
The second step was to organize the interview pool to reflect a balance in gender, 
college affiliation and rank. The final pool consisted of two men and one woman (one 
assistant professor, one associate professor and one full professor), representing three 
major colleges at the University: Humanities and Fine Arts, Natural Science and 
Mathematics, and Food and Natural Resources. 
Potential subjects received a letter requesting an interview, explaining the study 
and a copy of the informed consent form. The informed consent form was approved by 
the School of Education Human Subjects Review Committee. The letter and form are 
both included in the appendix. 
Sample Selection - Non Users 
The CFT staff assembled a database containing the names of all faculty members 
who had used CFT services or attended CFT programs during the past four academic 
years. The CFT database was compared to the list of current faculty provided by the 
University's Department of Human Resources. Those faculty members on the CFT 
database were eliminated from the Human Resources master list, resulting in a list of 
faculty members who had not used the CFT. 
The demographic characteristics of those interviewed in the user pool were 
duplicated in the non-users pool. A letter explaining the research project and requesting 
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an interview was sent to potential interview candidates. A copy of the letter to non-users 
is included in the appendix. The letter was followed up with a telephone call or e-mail. 
Pilot Interview 
The research questions, taping equipment and transcribing process were tested in 
a pilot interview. As a result of the pilot interview several modifications were made. It 
was decided to keep the tape running throughout the interview, as opposed to voice 
activation, which resulted in less cumbersome transcription. A question pertaining to the 
subject’s area of research and course topics was added to Block I. The purpose of the 
questions was to allow the interviewer an additional few minutes to establish rapport with 
the subject. The results from the pilot interview were useful in assessing the quality of 
interview questions and their relevance to the objectives of the study. Finally, through the 
pilot interview other areas for further probing and investigation became apparent. Those 
areas included discussion of departmental expectations regarding teaching, other avenues 
besides formalized faculty development to improve teaching, and perceptions of the CFT 
by the subjects’ colleagues. 
Qualitative Analysis 
The interview tapes were transcribed by a professional typist. The text was printed 
and read several times by the researcher. The content analysis method, described by 
Patton (1990), was used to identify, code and categorize the qualitative data. The process 
includes making notes in the margins when the researcher observes "recurring regularities 
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in the data” (Patton, 1990, p. 403). These recurring regularities represent "patterns'* which 
are sorted into categories (Patton, 1990, p. 403). The data in the categories must "dovetail 
in a meaningful way" and the categories must be clearly distinct from each other (Patton, 
1990, p. 403). Once the categories were created and the data organized into the proper 
categories, they were then prioritized. They were prioritized according to "credibility, 
uniqueness, heuristic value, feasibility, special interests and materiality of the 
classification schemes" (Patton, 1990. p. 403). 
The researcher had reviewed Weitzman & Miles (1995), A Software Sourcebook: 
Computer Programs for Qualitative Data Analysis, to become familiar with the 
capabilities and constraints of various software programs. Upon completion of several 
interviews, it was decided that the volume and the complexity of the data did not require 
the use of qualitative data analysis software. 
Summary 
The purpose of this research was to develop a comprehensive assessment process 
which goes beyond rating participant satisfaction with individual services. 
The combination of methodologies in the assessment process provided objective 
data about a faculty development program, which was complemented by the insights 
which could only be captured by the qualitative interviews. Moving beyond measuring 
individual satisfaction provided data which created a useful model for practitioners in 
faculty development programs in higher education settings. 
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
Overview 
Chapter 4 reports the findings for Phase I, the quantitative analysis of the 
characteristics of CFT workshop participants, and for Phase II, the qualitative interviews 
of both users and non-users of CFT services. 
The Phase I data is summarized in table format. Preceding each table is a 
statement explaining the purpose of the table and, when applicable, the relevant research 
question or hypothesis. The findings generated by the quantitative analysis also precede 
each table. 
In Phase II, qualitative interviews were conducted with a total of six faculty 
members. Three faculty members had been served by the CFT and the other three had not 
used any CFT services. The interview technique employed by the researcher is known as 
in-depth, phenomenologically-based interviewing. This model was developed by 
Seidman and uses "primarily, open-ended questions” (1991, p. 9). The interview 
questions for both users and non-users are included in the appendix. 
The qualitative data, gathered in Phase II, was analyzed using a model developed 
by Patton (1990). Patton’s model calls for first conducting content analysis. In the content 
analysis stage, data is identified, classified, and analyzed. The recurring regularities, 
which appeared in this process, were subsequently sorted into categories (Patton, 1990. p. 
403). The data identified in this process are reported in the second section of this chapter. 
Each person’s story was unique. Therefore, it was decided to report the findings 
for each interview on an individual basis. Greater continuity and appreciation of the 
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perspective of the subject was provided by summarizing qualitative findings by 
individual rather than by specific topics. 
Phase I - Quantitative Findings 
In Phase I, a quantitative analysis of campus-wide workshops, 17 tables were 
created to analyze the statistically oriented research questions posed in Chapter 3. 
Tables 4.1,4.2 and 4.14 summarize basic introductory information about the 
workshops. They present an historical overview and include workshop titles, participation 
data, annual summaries, categorization by type, and the professional affiliation of 
attendees. 
Tables 4. 3, 4.5, 4.7, 4.9, 4.11 summarize statistical and demographic data 
collected by the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) at the University of Massachusetts 
Amherst. These data provide a description of the University population and were used to 
calculate the expected frequencies for the chi-square analysis. 
In tables 4.4,4.6, 4.8, 4.10, 4.12, 4.13, 4.15 and 4.16, the chi-square statistic is 
calculated and those deviations which are significant emerged for each demographic or 
affiliation variable. 
Table 4.17 is designed to present the data which will enable one to assess the 
institutional impact of CFT workshops. 
Chi-square Distribution 
Chi-square was the statistical test chosen to prove or disprove the null hypothesis. 
It is a statistical test used to analyze the relationship between nominal variables. The first 
step in performing a chi-square analysis is to construct a table, which reports the 
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observed frequencies of a variable and the expected frequencies of the same variable. 
Chi-square is computed by taking the difference between the observed and the expected 
frequencies, squaring that number and dividing by the expected frequency. Then, the 
results of each calculation are summed to produce a chi-square statistic for each table. 
The chi-square test determines the statistical significance of the difference 
between the observed and the expected frequencies. It assists the researcher in 
determining if the deviation between observed and expected is the result of chance or the 
result of some other factor(s). The chi-square test is always testing what scientists call the 
null hypothesis, which states that there is no significant difference between the expected 
and observed results. 
Campus-wide Workshops Titles and Attendance 
Table 4.1 provides a general overview of the 24 campus-wide workshops offered 
by the CFT over the course of four academic years beginning in the fall semester of 1992 
and ending with the spring semester of 1996. The table is organized chronologically and 
includes workshop titles, total attendance for each workshop, and average attendance. 
The purpose of this table is to provide basic information to acquaint the reader with 
overall participation data and the breadth of topics offered through CFT campus-wide 
workshops. 
Findings. A total of 588 individuals participated in 24 CFT workshops from 1992 
through 1996. The average number of workshops attended per participant was 2.17. The 
overall average attendance at campus-wide workshops was 53.21 individuals. The sum of 
the attendance for all 24 workshops was 1,277. There were 5 workshops in the academic 
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year 1992-1993, 6 workshops in 1993-1994, 6 workshops in 1994-1995 and 7 workshops 
in 1995-1996. 
/ 
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Table 4.1 
Campus-wide Workshops Titles and Attendance 
Workshop 
Number Attendance 
1992/1993 
Different Dialogues in the Classroom: Teaching Strategies 1 67 
Teaching Sensitive Topics: Faculty Experiences 2 49 
Teachers as Writers 3 24 
Teaching Ethical Issues in Higher Education 4 91 
Academic Honesty in the College Classroom: Teaching Strategies 5 44 
275 
1993/1994 
Multicultural Communication in the Classroom 6 38 
Distinguished Teacher on Teaching: Albey Reiner 7 103 
Conversation on Teaching: Learning to Change 8 73 
Teachers as Writers Seminar 9 19 
Talking About Race, Learning about Race 10 40 
Power of Stories in the Classroom 11 53 
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1994/1995 
Taking Students Seriously: Understanding Diverse Learning Styles 12 44 
Teaching Through Technology: An Example from Greek Mythology 13 56 
Teachers as Writers Seminar 14 17 
Engaging Students: Ideas for Developing Writing in the Classroom 15 46 
Karl Smith on Cooperative Learning 16 96 
Engaging Students in Diverse Backgrounds: Teaching through Teams 17 41 
300 
1995/1996 
Taking Teaching Seriously: The Promise of Teaching Portfolios 18 47 
Taking Charge of Your Career: Managing Time & Balancing Multiple Roles 19 34 
The Logistics: Organizing and Managing the Large Lecture Class 20 52 
Preparing To Teach Large Classes: What Do We Know About Students 21 46 
The Paperless Class: Teaching & Research Via the World Wide Web 22 84 
The Active Voice: Class Learning & Student Involvement 23 57 
How Technology Has Changed the Way We Teach 24 56 
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Total number of individuals participating in workshops 588 
Total attendance for all workshops 1277 
Average number of workshops per participant 2.17 
Overall average attendance per workshop 53.21 
Average 
Attendance 
55.00 
54.33 
50.00 
53.71 
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Affiliation of Participants 
Table 4.2 reports the affiliation of the 588 individuals who participated in 
campus-wide workshops. There are two major categories, “instructional faculty” and 
“other”. The “faculty” category is further broken down by academic rank. 
The “other” category contains four sub-headings. “Non-teaching, Academic 
Administration” refers to administrators such as department heads and academic advisors 
who are affiliated with an academic department but do not have teaching responsibilities. 
“Non-academic Professional Staff’ are university employees who are employed in a 
professional capacity and usually have no teaching responsibilities. Examples of titles 
included in this category are librarians, the Director of the Audio-Visual Department, 
representatives of the Office of State Relations, and staff from the Honors Program. 
“Graduate Students” are completing graduate level work at the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst, and “Off-Campus” participants come from a variety of 
institutions and backgrounds. 
Research Question. The data in this table provide insight into the research 
question, “What is the professional affiliation of campus-wide workshop participants?” 
Findings. Of the 588 workshop attendees, 377 (64.3%) were instructional faculty 
and 210 (35.7%) were not members of the instructional faculty. 
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Table 4.2 Affiliation of Participants - 
Academic Years, 1992-1993 through 
1995-1996 
Professor 160 27.38% 
Associate Professor 93 15.82% 
Assistant Professor 82 13.95% 
Lecturer and Instructor 42 7.14% 
Subtotal-Instructional Faculty 377 64.29% 
Non-teaching, Academic Administration 24 4.08% 
Non-Academic Professional Staff 92 15.65% 
Graduate Student 74 12.59% 
Off-Campus 20 3.40% 
Subtotal-Other 210 35.71% 
Total Attendance 587 100.00% 
Distribution of Full-time Instructional Faculty by School and College 
Table 4.3 summarizes institutional data published by the Office of Institutional 
Research at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, which appeared in OIR 
Factbooks. The nine schools and colleges at the University of Massachusetts Amherst are 
listed in the first column of the table. 
The full time instructional faculty’s affiliation with the various schools and 
colleges is reported on an annual basis over the four year period beginning in the Fall 
semester of academic year 1992-1993 and ending in Spring semester of academic year 
1995-1996. This time period coincides with the CFT campus-wide workshops analyzed 
in this study. 
The average distribution across the schools and colleges (column 6) and 
appropriate percentages (column 7) over the four year period were calculated. Overall, 
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there was relatively little change (1152 to 1146, +0052%), in the number of instructional 
faculty employed by the University between 1992-1993 and 1995-1996. 
The purpose of this table is to provide the data necessary to calculate the chi- 
square statistic in table 4.4. 
Table 4.3 
Distribution of Full-time 
Instructional Faculty by School 
and College 
Fall '92 Fall '93 Fall '94 Fall '95 92-95 92-95 
School and College Average % 
Humanities and Fine Arts 298 300 291 283 293.00 25.13% 
Natural Sciences and Mathematics 272 273 264 259 267.00 23.02% 
Social and Behavioral Sciences 153 165 170 161 162.25 14.02% 
Education 68 69 68 65 67.50 5.82% 
Engineering 95 98 100 98 97.75 8.47% 
Food and Natural Resources 156 157 170 163 161.50 14.02% 
Management 48 52 53 52 51.25 4.50% 
Nursing 19 19 19 23 20.00 1.85% 
Public Health and 
Health Sciences 
42 39 39 41 40.25 3.44% 
Total 1152 1172 1174 1146 377.00 100.00% 
Source: OIR- Factbooks, pp. 61, 69. 
Chi-square Analysis of School and College Affiliation of Full-time Instructional Faculty 
Attending Campus-wide Workshops 
In table 4.4, the chi-square statistic is calculated to compare observed attendance 
with expected attendance for each of the nine schools and colleges. Column 1 lists the 
nine colleges at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. Column 2 reports the observed 
(actual) attendance at campus-wide workshops. Column 3, expected attendance, was 
calculated by multiplying the expected percentage from column 5 by the total number of 
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participants (377). Column 4 contains the percent distribution of observed attendance. 
The “expected percentage” is based on the institutional data which was reported in the 
previous table and appears in Column 5. All the chi-square analysis tables in Chapter 4 
follow the same format. 
Research Question. Is the college affiliation for workshop attendance consistent 
with the overall distribution of faculty by college? 
Findings. There was a significant difference between the expected attendance and 
actual attendance by college. The largest difference from the expected attendance was for 
the College of Nursing. It was expected that 7 Nursing faculty would attend campus-wide 
workshops and the actual attendance of 21 individuals was three times the expected. Also 
over-represented was the College of Food and Natural Resources. The under-represented 
colleges included Engineering, Natural Sciences and Mathematics, and Humanities and 
Fine Arts. Management, Education, Social and Behavioral Sciences, and Public Health 
and Health Sciences were within one percentage point of the expected representation. 
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Table 4.4 Chi-square Analysis of Participation by School and College 
School and College 
Humanities and Fine Arts 
Natural Sciences and 
Mathematics 
Social and Behavioral Sciences 
Education 
Engineering 
Food and Natural Resources 
Management 
Nursing 
Public Health and Health 
Sciences 
Total 
(X2=33.84, df=8) p< .01 
Observed Expected 
Attendance Attendance 
80 94 
78 87 
52 53 
25 22 
26 32 
61 53 
16 17 
21 7 
14 13 
377 377 
Observed Expected 
Percentage Percentage 
21.43% 25.13% 
20.63% 23.02% 
13.76% 14.02% 
6.61% 5.82% 
6.88% 8.47% 
16.14% 14.02% 
4.23% 4.50% 
5.56% 1.85% 
3.70% 3.44% 
100.00% 100.00% 
Distribution of Full-time Instructional Faculty bv Gender 
Table 4.5 provides institutional data for the distribution of instructional faculty by 
gender. The data are taken from the University of Massachusetts at Amherst, Office of 
Institutional Research Factbooks. The purpose of this table is to provide the data 
necessary to calculate the chi-square statistic for table 4.6. 
Table 4.5 Distribution of Full-time Instructional Faculty by Gender 
Fall ’92 Fall ’93 Fall ’94 Fall '95 1992-95 
Average 
1992-5 
% 
Male 892 906 906 863 223 76.80% 
Female 260 266 268 283 67 23.20% 
Total 1152 1172 1174 1146 290 100.00% 
Source: OIR, Factbooks, 
pp. 63, 71. 
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Chi-square Analysis of Gender of Full-time Instructional Faculty Attending 
Campus-wide Workshops 
In table 4.6, chi-square was calculated to determine if there is a significant 
difference between expected frequencies and observed frequencies by gender. 
Research Question. Is the gender of workshop attendees consistent with the 
University’s distribution of faculty by gender? 
Findings. Male instructional faculty were under-represented at the workshops 
with 220 men attending compared to the 290 expected. In contrast, female instructional 
faculty were over-represented with an observed attendance of 157 compared to the 87 
women attendees expected. Thus, there was a higher observed frequency of women and a 
lower observed frequency of men attending seminars than was expected. The null 
hypothesis of no difference is rejected at the .001 level. 
Table 4.6 Chi-square Analysis of Gender of Full-time Instructional Faculty 
Attending Campus-wide Workshops 
Gender 
Observed 
Attendance 
Expected 
Attendance 
Observed 
Percentage 
Expected 
Percentage 
Male 220 289.5 58.4% 76.8% 
Female 157 87.5 41.6% 23.2% 
Total 377 377 100.00% 100.00% 
(X2=73.21, df=l) p<.001 
Distribution of Full-time Instructional Faculty by Academic Rank 
There are five categories of academic rank for full-time instructional faculty. 
Institutional data for the distribution of instructional faculty by academic rank are taken 
89 
from the University of Massachusetts Amherst, Office of Institutional Research, 
Factbooks. The purpose of this table is to provide the data necessary to calculate the chi- 
square statistic for table 4.8. 
Table 4.7 Distribution of Full-time Instructional Faculty by Rank 
Academic Rank Fall '92 Fall '93 Fall '94 Fall '95 1992-95 
Average 
1992-95 
% 
Professor 636 651 641 621 637 54.96% 
Associate Professor 312 305 310 295 305 26.35% 
Assistant Professor 140 146 148 159 148 12.66% 
Lecturer and 
Instructor 
64 70 75 71 69 6.04% 
Total 1152 1172 1174 1146 1160 100.0% 
Source: OIR, Factbooks, pp. 63-71. 
Chi-sauare Analysis of Rank of Full-time Instructional Faculty Attending 
Campus-wide Workshops 
In table 4.8, chi-square is calculated for the academic rank variable. Because the 
number of instructors is small, the instructor rank is grouped with lecturers for the tables 
that follow. Both ranks are non-tenure track. 
Research Question. Is the academic rank of workshop attendees consistent with 
the University’s overall distribution of faculty by their academic rank? 
Findings. There was a significant difference between the expected attendance by 
academic rank and that observed. The higher ranked faculty (full and associate 
professors) attended the seminars with less frequency than expected, while lower rank 
faculty (assistant professors and lecturers) attended with greater frequency than expected. 
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This difference is significant at the .001 level. The greatest differences between observed 
and expected cases were at the Assistant Professor and Lecturer ranks. It was expected 
that 48 Assistant Professors would attend campus-wide workshops and the observed 
attendance was significantly greater with 82 attendees. It was expected that 21 Lecturers 
would have attended campus-wide workshops while the actual attendance was 42. 
Table 4.8 Chi-square Analysis of Rank of Full-time Instructional Faculty 
Attending Campus-wide Workshops 
Academic Rank Observed 
Attendance 
Expected 
Attendance 
Observed 
Percent 
Distribution 
Expected 
Percent 
Distribution 
Professor 160 208 42.59% 54.96% 
Associate Professor 93 100 24.60% 26.35% 
Assistant Professor 82 48 21.69% 12.66% 
Lecturer and Instructor 42 23 11.11% 6.04% 
Subtotal-Faculty 377 378 100.00% 100.0% 
(X2=50.89, df=3) p< .001 
Distribution of Female Full-time Instructional Faculty by Rank 
Table 4.9 provides institutional data for the distribution of female instructional 
faculty by academic rank. The data are taken from the University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, Office of Institutional Research, Factbooks. The purpose of this table is to 
provide the data necessary to calculate the chi-square statistic for table 4.10. 
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Table 4.9 Distribution of Female Full-time Instructional Faculty 
by Rank 1992-1995 
Academic Rank Fall '92 Fall '93 Fall ’94 Fall ’95 1992-95 1992-95 
Average % 
Professor 81 90 89 93 88 32.8% 
Associate Professor 88 83 83 83 84 31.3% 
Assistant Professor 70 72 75 81 75 27.7% 
Instructor 1 2 2 3 2 0.7% 
Lecturer 20 19 12 23 20 7.5% 
Total 260 266 268 283 269 100.0% 
Source: OIR, Factbooks, pp. 63, 
71. 
Chi-square Analysis of Rank of Female Full-time Instructional Faculty Attending 
Campus-wide Workshops 
In Table 4.10 chi-square is calculated for female faculty distributed by rank. 
Research Question. Is the distribution by rank of female faculty that attend 
campus-wide workshops consistent with the University’s overall distribution of female 
faculty by rank? 
Findings. There was a significant difference between the expected attendance 
among female faculty by academic rank and that observed. Similar to the findings for all 
faculty the highest ranking female faculty, Professors, were under-represented, while the 
lower ranking female faculty, Lecturers and Assistant Professors, were over-represented. 
The observed attendance of female Associate Professors was equal to the expected 
attendance. The greatest difference in observed and expected attendance was in the rank 
of professor where 36 were observed and 52 were expected. 
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Table 4.10 Chi-square Analysis of Rank of Female Full-time Instructional Faculty 
Attending Campus-wide Workshops 
Academic Rank Observed 
Attendance 
Professor 36 
Associate Professor 49 
Assistant Professor 47 
Lecturer (and Instructor) 25 
Total 157 
(X2=16.37, df=3) p< .001 
Expected Observed Expected 
Attendance Percentage Percentage 
52 22.9% 32.8% 
49 31.2% 31.2% 
43 29.9% 27.7% 
13 15.9% 8.3% 
157 100.00% 100.00% 
Distribution of Male Full-time Instructional Faculty by Rank 
Table 4.11 provides institutional data for the distribution of male, full-time 
instructional faculty by academic rank. The data are taken from the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst, Office of Institutional Research, Factbooks. The purpose of this 
table is to provide the data necessary to determine the expected frequencies for the chi- 
square analysis in table 4.12. 
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Table 4.11 Distribution of Male Full-time Instructional Faculty by Rank 
Academic Rank Fall ’92 Fall ’93 Fall '94 Fall '95 1992-95 1992-95 
Average % 
Professor 555 561 552 528 556 61.7% 
Associate Professor 224 222 227 212 224 24.9% 
Assistant Professor 70 74 73 78 72 8.0% 
Instructor 2 5 7 4 5 0.5% 
Lecturer 4! 44 47 41 44 4.9% 
Total 892 906 906 863 901 100.0% 
Source: OIR, Factbooks, pp. 63-71 
Chi-square Analysis of Rank of Male Full-time Instructional Faculty Attending 
Campus-wide Workshops 
In Table 4.12 chi-square is calculated for male faculty distributed by rank. 
Research Question. Is the distribution by rank of male faculty that attend seminars 
consistent with the University’s overall distribution of male faculty by rank? 
Findings. There was a significant difference between the expected attendance 
among male faculty by academic rank and that observed. The highest ranking male 
faculty were under-represented, while the lower ranking male faculty were over¬ 
represented. There was a significant deviation for males at the Assistant Professor rank. It 
was expected that 18 males holding the rank of Assistant Professor would attend campus¬ 
wide workshops and 35 male Assistant Professors attended. Lecturers also attended 
seminars slightly more than expected. However, Associate and Full Professors attended 
seminars less than expected. The results are significant at the .001 level. 
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Table 4.12 Chi-square Analysis of Rank of Male Full-time Instructional Faculty 
Attending Campus-wide Workshops 
Academic Rank Observed 
Attendance 
Professor 124 
Associate Professor 44 
Assistant Professor 35 
Lecturer (and Instructor) 17 
Total 220 
(X2=21.24, df=3) p<.001 
Expected Observed Expected 
Attendance Percentage Percentage 
135 56.4% 61.5% 
55 20.0% 24.8% 
18 15.9% 8.3% 
12 7.7% 5.4% 
220 100.00% 100.00% 
Chi-sauare Analysis of Frequency of Attendance bv School and College 
Table 4.13 analyzes the distribution for all workshop attendees, both instructional 
faculty and others, who have participated in one workshop and those who have 
participated in more than one workshop when sorted by school and college. Overall, 
47.6% of all attendees had attended multiple workshops. 
Research Question. Does college affiliation influence whether faculty are more 
likely to attend more than one workshop? 
Findings. There is a significant relationship between college affiliation and 
frequency of attending multiple workshops. Faculty members affiliated with the Colleges 
of Nursing, Food and Natural Resources, and Engineering are greater than average users 
and are more likely to attend multiple workshops than faculty affiliated with other 
colleges. 
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Users affiliated with Management and Natural Science and Mathematics are 
average in frequency of multiple workshop attendances. 
Off-campus attendees and faculty from Education, Non-Academic administrators, 
Public Health and Health Sciences, Humanities and Fine Arts, and Social and Behavior 
Sciences are below average users and are less likely to attend multiple workshops than 
faculty of other college affiliations. 
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Campus-wide Workshops Sorted by Type 
Table 4.14 presents the attendance of the 24 campus-wide workshops according to 
4 distinct types: (1) diversity, (2) traditional teaching and learning, (3) technology, and 
(4) personal development. Six workshops were offered on topics related to diversity, 10 
workshops featured traditional teaching and learning, 3 workshops dealt with areas 
related to technology, and 5 workshops offered topics related to personal development. 
The table also calculates the average attendance for each type of workshop. 
Research Question. Does the type of workshop influence average attendance? 
Findings. Technology workshops attracted the largest average attendance of 65.3 
per workshop. Traditional Teaching and Learning workshops with the greatest number of 
offerings at 10 also had a high average attendance of 62.6 per workshop. The average 
attendance for the 6 workshops on diversity related topics was 48.0. The lowest average 
attendance was found for personal development workshops, offered on five occasions, 
with an average attendance of 33.4 per workshop. 
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Table 4.14 
CFT Workshops Sorted by Type - Academic Years, 
1992-1993 through 1995-1996 
1= Diversity 
Teaching Sensitive Topics: Faculty Experiences 
Different Dialogues in the Classroom: Teaching Strategies 
Multicultural Communication in the Classroom 
Talking About Race, Learning about Race 
Power of Stories in the Classroom 
Engaging Students in Diverse Backgrounds: Teaching through Teams 
2= Traditional Teaching and Learning 
Academic Honesty in the College Classroom: Teaching Strategies 
Teaching Ethical Issues in Higher Education 
Distinguished Teacher on Teaching: Albey Reiner 
Taking Students Seriously: Understanding Diverse Learning Styles 
Engaging Students: Ideas for Developing Writing in the Classroom 
Karl Smith on Cooperative Learning 
Preparing To Teach Large Classes: What Do We Know About Students 
Taking Teaching Seriously: The Promise of Teaching Portfolios 
The Logistics: Organizing and Managing the Large Lecture Class 
The Active Voice: Class Learning & Student Involvement 
3= Technology 
Teaching Through Technology: An Example from Greek Mythology 
How Technology Has Changed the Way We Teach 
The Paperless Class: Teaching & Research Via the World Wide Web 
4= Personal Development 
Teachers as Writers 
Teachers as Writers Seminar 
Conversation on Teaching: Learning to Change 
Teachers as Writers Seminar 
Taking Charge of Your Career: Managing Time & Balancing Multiple Roles 
Attendance 
49 
67 
38 
40 
53 
41 
288 
44 
91 
103 
44 
46 
96 
46 
47 
52 
57 
626 
56 
56 
84 
196 
24 
19 
73 
17 
34 
167 
Average 
Attendance 
48.00 
62.60 
65.33 
33.40 
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Chi-square Analysis of Frequency of Attendance by Gender 
Table 4.15 analyzes the distribution for workshop attendees by gender for each of 
the 4 types of workshops. 
Research Question. Does the type of workshop influence participation by gender? 
Findings. Women are significantly more likely than men to attend workshops on 
diversity. Men are more likely than women to attend technology workshops but the 
difference is not significant. There was no significant difference between males and 
females in electing to attend personal development workshops. 
Table 4.15 Chi-square Statistics for Workshop Attendance by Type and Gender 
Workshop Type Male Female X2* df Significance 
Type 1- Diversity 39.1% 60.9% 25.2 1 0.00 
Type 2- Traditional T & L 57.1% 42.9% 0.61 1 0.43 
Type 3- Technology 65.2% 34.8% 25.16 1 0.07 
Type 4- Personal Development 55.9% 44.1% 0.35 1 0.55 
* Represents test of those attending each workshop type against workshop participant 
population 
Chi-square Analysis of Frequency of Attendance by Rank 
Table 4.16 analyzes the distribution for workshop attendees by rank for each of 
the 4 types of workshops. 
Research Question. Does the type of workshop influence participation by 
academic rank? 
Findings. Rank was significant for Type 1 Diversity workshops, where Assistant 
Professors and Lecturers were more likely to attend. Rank did not play a significant role 
in influencing attendance at Type 2, Type 3 or Type 4 workshops. Although as noted 
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earlier, professors are, on average, less likely than expected to attend workshops while 
lower ranking faculty are, on average, more likely than expected to attend workshops. 
Those holding the rank of Professor are more likely to attend technology workshops and 
least likely to attend diversity workshops. Both Assistant and Associate Professors are 
more likely to attend diversity and personal development workshops than other 
workshops. Lecturers do not have any strong preferences. 
Table 4.16 Chi-square Statistics for Workshop Attendance by Type and Rank 
Workshop Type Professor Associate Assistant Lecturer X2* Df Sig. 
Type 1- Diversity 33.0% 29.6% 27.00% 10.40% 7.3 3 0.06 
Type 2- Traditional T & L 41.4% 24.6% 21.30% 12.70% 2.4 3 0.49 
Type 3- Technology 47.0% 21.7% 20.00% 11.30% 1.5 3 0.67 
Type 4- Personal 35.9% 29.1% 25.20% 9.70% 3.7 3 0.29 
Development 
♦Represents test of those attending each workshop type against workshop participant 
population 
Institutional Impact 
In table 4.17, the institutional impact of the CFT is measured by comparing the 
population that attend campus-wide workshops with the population at-large at the 
University of Massachusetts Amherst. 
Research Question. What is the institutional impact of campus-wide workshops? 
What percentage of the campus population has attended campus-wide workshops, 
between the academic years 1992-1993 through 1995-1996? 
Findings. Thirty-three percent of the instructional faculty participated in campus¬ 
wide workshops between 1992 and 1996, while eight percent of the professional staff 
participated in campus-wide workshops between the same years. 
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Table 4.17 Institutional Impact 
Observed Campus Participation 
Attendance Population Percentage 
Instructional Faculty* 377 1146 
Professional Staff** 92 1193 
Total Faculty and Professional Staff 469 2339 
* Faculty- OIR, 1994-96 Factbook, p. 71. 
** Pro. Staff- OIR, 1994-96 Factbook, p. 72. 
Phase II - Qualitative Findings - Users 
The open-ended interview questions were clustered under three major topics. 
Questions in Block I allowed the subjects to discuss their careers and their perspectives of 
the departmental culture surrounding issues related to teaching, research, and service. 
Questions in Block II uncovered the participant’s perceptions of the CFT. In the 
concluding Block III, participants were asked to reflect on the influence of the CFT upon 
the individual and upon the institution. To protect the anonymity of those interviewed, 
there are no references in the text to identifying personal characteristics such as name, 
departmental and college affiliation, and educational background. 
All six subjects have attained a Ph.D. in their respective fields. Subjects 1, 2 and 3 
are individuals who have used the services of the CFT. Text in brackets is provided for 
clarification. 
32.9% 
7.7% 
20.1% 
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Subject 1 
Subject 1 is a 29 year old male, who at the time of the interview has been 
employed by the University of Massachusetts for five months. His rank was Assistant 
Professor and he was just beginning the tenure process. The interview occurred between 
the fall and spring semesters. He had recently completed two years of post-doctoral 
studies at_University (a prestigious Research I University). His field of 
interest was theoretically based with practical and marketable industrial applications. In 
the fall semester, he was working on grant-funded research and taught one course. The 
fall semester course was at the graduate level, began at 8:00 AM, and enrolled ten 
students. He had limited teaching experience during his doctoral and post-doctoral work. 
Subject 1 was introduced to the CFT at an orientation 
session for new faculty where the director of the CFT 
provided an overview of CFT services. About mid-way 
through the first semester he received a flyer describing the 
CFT’s Mid-term Assessment Program [MAP]. Concerned 
about better meeting his students’ needs, upon receipt of 
the flyer inviting junior faculty members to take part in the 
MAP, he contacted the CFT to arrange for a mid-term 
assessment for his graduate class. 
Findings. The interview began with a discussion of balancing the demands of 
teaching, research and service. Subject 1 reported the following: 
.. .research will always be more prestigious than teaching. 
The question is how to strike the balance. I got the 
impression that people [referring to colleagues at the 
university where he completed post-doctoral work] said 
teaching was important but they did it so that they could 
hear themselves say it. So that they could pay lip service to 
it. But there are enough people here [University of 
Massachusetts Amherst] that said research is important, but 
teaching is important also, and I really got the impression 
that they meant it. So I got the impression and I, myself, 
feel that teaching is important. I have no qualms about 
putting a significant amount of time into teaching. 
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He observed the following about the departmental culture and the expectations 
surrounding teaching, research and service: 
I'm a very young faculty member and you know service is 
something that you -- you know it’s kind of like a 
department is like a small town - people have to pitch in to 
keep it kind of running the way they want it to. But, it’s not 
something you get a lot of credit for in promotion, so it’s 
something that you eventually have to do but they try to 
protect the younger faculty because research is where their 
bread is going to get buttered ~ especially in a scientific 
department. 
In the near future, Subject 1 expects to devote most of his time to research, but 
will have some teaching responsibilities. He noted, “The majority of my time is spent on 
research at this particular point in time.” 
Subject 1 reported that he responded immediately to an invitation to participate in 
the MAP program: 
I was aware of the Lilly Fellows. I wasn't aware of the 
entire range of services. This particular service seemed to 
hit a nerve with me so I saw the phone number on the letter 
and just called up immediately. 
I viewed the mid-term assessment as a good way to get a 
neutral third party -- if I asked the students this, then you 
know they don’t answer. Even if I say what can I do to 
improve the course — they’re afraid if they say what they 
really believe then the implicit statement is the course 
needs improvement, in which case I’m now mad at them, 
so this is not a very productive pathway. So I felt it would 
be good to bring in a third, neutral party to be able to ask 
the same exact question and to elicit honest answers. 
In discussing the benefits of participating in the MAP program Subject 1 cited 
four areas in which the MAP assessment had a direct effect upon his teaching. First, he 
made an effort to become more accessible to his students: 
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Well, first of all I tried to increase the extent to which I 
made contact, I was viewed to be accessible to the students. 
And there’s a different psychology of how the students 
view you and the extent to which they’re willing to come to 
you to ask you for your help. 
His second initiative, which resulted from the MAP assessment, was to improve 
the organization of the material he was presenting to the class. He wanted to make it clear 
to the students when he was concluding discussion of a topic and about to begin a new 
topic. 
And, so I try to be a little bit more explicit and I guess you 
could say defining the boundaries of the subjects -- to tell 
the students when we were finished because to some extent 
if you’re not really following it even though it may be 
obvious to me that we finished one idea and are beginning 
a new idea, if you are not following it, it’s not at all 
obvious to you. 
Third, Subject 1 revised the homework problems so students would be better 
prepared for testing. 
I developed homework problems that I thought would 
better prepare the students for the exams. 
Subject 1 noted that the change which had the greatest impact upon his students 
was incorporating active learning strategies into his classes. 
But probably the most classroom oriented change that I 
made, in terms of the way that I structured the lecture, was 
to try to drive more for active learning. 
When asked if there were any drawbacks to participating in the MAP assessment, 
Subject 1 reported: 
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So for me I don’t think there was a drawback. — and my 
experience was that it was what I needed at that particular 
point in time. It was an objective, receptive, third party. 
In discussing the culture surrounding teaching at the University of Massachusetts, 
Subject 1 noted the following: 
So it’s a challenge but I never had this [CFT services], 
when I was at [his former institution]. People would get up 
there and they would just spew forth the material. And at 
[his former institution] it worked fine. So I felt that because 
of the environment, because of the student body, I needed 
to adapt. I needed to say okay - the teaching style that I’m 
using now I saw at [his former institution] - it’s great at 
[his former institution] but it may not be ideal for UMass 
Amherst and how can I adapt my teaching style. I think the 
CFT helped to give me some initial clues as to what I could 
do to teach with an appropriate style in the setting that I 
was in. 
The researcher asked Subject 1 his opinion of the CFT monthly newsletter. He 
responded, “I have not seen that.” 
When asked about anything he would change about the CFT, Subject 1 explained: 
It would help if there was somebody there who was a 
scientist, I guess. 
_[CFT staff member] was remarkably attentive. I 
asked her to witness a class and she was able to stay awake. 
I mean this stuff is pretty dry. I find it, of course, to be the 
most fascinating stuff in the world, but I’m a total weirdo. 
This stuff is pretty dry and for people who don’t know a 
thing about_[his field of study], this has got to 
be pretty weird stuff. Her willingness to stay for the whole 
class and to really focus in and try to extract whatever she 
could — because it’s hard for her to know what kind of 
teacher I am when the subject matter is just so bizarre, but 
you know she was really able to pick up on certain things 
and do that very well. It would have been that much more 
successful had she been a scientist. 
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Subject 1 was asked if he had published any work about teaching techniques in 
his field. 
I have four papers right now that I’m writing that are going 
to be research papers, and they take priority again because I 
know where my bread is buttered, so nothing in terms of 
publication. 
In discussing the impression of the CFT among his colleagues, he noted: 
Well, I can tell you that the new teaching evaluation form is 
held in very high regard that is a product of the CFT. I 
know that people often discuss the Lilly Fellowship. Not 
much else is discussed. 
Subject 1 shared his observations about the conversations about teaching which 
occur among faculty in his department. 
I think very deeply about this [his teaching]. I don't know if 
that's a little bit crazy. Well let's just say, I think often 
about [my teaching] and a lot of my colleagues have sort of 
their teaching style. It is more kind of set because they have 
been doing it — you know I've never done this before -- but 
they've been doing it now for some period of time, so I do 
hear what they do and the problem is -- is that nothing is 
perfect. So I like what they do and I like what I do. 
Subject 1 responded negatively when asked if he used any other avenues to 
improve his teaching. He did note that: 
.. .well it’s not discussed in the journals I read, I mean 
there's so many dog gone journals out there, there's only so 
much time in the day, so I kind of focus on research 
journals. 
However, there is a journal called Journal of_ 
[his field] Education and I have had a couple situations 
where I thought I had kind of a neat way of expressing 
something that may be interesting to submit to that. But 
there is just so much time, so I have only four papers right 
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now that I'm writing that are going to be research papers 
and they take priority, again because I know where my 
bread is buttered — so nothing in terms of publications. 
The interview concluded with a discussion of the impact of the CFT upon the 
institution: 
People get rewarded by their personnel committees and the 
Department of_[Subject l’s academic 
department] has a P.C. [Personnel Committee] which is 
what we call it. Different from the other P.C. often times 
the P.C. is very non P.C. - but the P.C. determines a lot of 
things. They are the ones who attempt to look at your 
annual report and attempt to place your research, teaching, 
and service contributions in the context of others; who try 
to decide who's done a good job, who deserves a raise, who 
deserves to be promoted to full professor, to associate 
professor, etc. The CFT has got to infiltrate its influence 
there. How they do it I've no idea. To some extent, you 
know it’s the word on the street, is that to get tenure you 
have to raise money, this is mostly in science where you 
can raise money. You have to raise money, you have to 
publish, and then that's pretty much it. Teaching-wise you 
don't have to reinvent teaching, you don't have to be a great 
teacher, you just have to not screw up. Now to some extent, 
I hear that's changing, I hear that people are emphasizing 
curricular development. I think that the CFT ought to 
actually find out if that's true. The CFT maybe should have 
as part of their -- should view as part of their mission doing 
a statistical study of tenure cases and seeing if in fact 
teaching is at all important to this campus. Now that 
information may not be privy to the CFT, so it behooves 
the CFT to make themselves privy to it. 
Subject 2 
Subject 2 is a female who is 47 years of age and her academic field of interest is 
in the humanities. She began her career with the University of Massachusetts in the mid- 
1980s and had been on campus for over a decade when interviewed. Prior to her 
appointment at the University of Massachusetts, she was a full professor at another 
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university. Her academic department is research oriented. She is tenured and holds the 
rank of Professor at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. 
Currently, her normal teaching load consists of three courses during an academic 
year, one undergraduate course and two graduate courses. Earlier in her career at the 
University of Massachusetts, she taught four courses each academic year. She also 
advises approximately 6-8 graduate students. 
Subject 2 first became aware of the CFT through the Handbook for Teaching 
Assistants which is published and distributed by the CFT. She also had a conversation 
about the CFT with a colleague who was a Lilly Fellow. She received individual 
consultation services and has participated in several CFT campus-wide workshops. 
Findings. The interview began with a discussion of Subject 2’s perception of 
departmental expectations for balancing the demands of teaching, research and service. 
She reported that: 
We are a top rated research department and that’s what the 
expectation is basically — you know ~ you have to do 
everything that contributes to research. There is a lot of 
emphasis on graduate education. 
Research raises the expectations — we spend a lot time with 
our graduate students. It can’t easily be factored into how 
many hours a week, it just happens as the need arises. In 
order to do that, of course you have to keep on top of your 
own research because otherwise you’re just not capable of 
teaching graduates. 
Subject 2 explained the criteria used in hiring faculty in her department. 
We first look at teaching qualifications, but the research 
qualifications, that’s number one. Then we just make sure 
that the person is not a disaster in teaching. So if we know 
of a person and they are very uncommunicative and a likely 
risk for teaching, then that would be a concern. If someone 
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was a total disaster [in teaching] they’d be fired but if 
you’re okay, then that’s fine. 
Within her department, research is the primary criteria for promotion. 
In the personnel evaluations, I think that if you are a stellar 
teacher and your research record is good, not excellent, but 
even good then that could be okay, but you may not get 
promoted, so research is number one. If somebody is stellar 
[in teaching] and excellent in research, it is just an 
additional plus. 
Subject 2 reflected on the increasing awareness of the needs of undergraduate 
students, she noted: 
I think most people who taught here did it in a similar way, 
which is teaching downscaled graduate classes to the 
undergraduates and it is only recently that we have just 
constructed them [undergraduate classes] totally different. 
We made them much more flexible and much more 
combinable, to better meet the needs of undergraduates. 
Subject 2 reflected upon how she balances the demands of teaching, research and 
service. She reported: 
The way it works out for me is that during the school year 
most of my time goes into teaching -- very clearly teaching 
related things -- that means classes and a lot of time goes 
into advising. If you advise graduate students, you have to 
prepare for what you do, you have to keep on top of the 
many topics that the students work on. That takes a lot of 
time, so during the semester it’s always 100% teaching and 
then during the breaks I do the research and that’s usually 
how it all works. 
The conversation returned to a discussion of departmental expectations and 
personal expectations. 
110 
There's never enough time, of course we could make the 
day longer, or you know, I have become better in balancing 
private time and professional time than I used to. Because, 
you know, I think that's the main problem you have in this 
kind of job. I mean precisely that you do not have 
department expectations as to time [how one allocates their 
time]. It’s not even that I feel it’s the department — it comes 
more from myself. Of course you want to be good at what 
you're doing and if you want to do that, you just have to get 
used to the feeling that you're never done. Maybe, you can 
let go even if you're not done, without getting too stressed 
out. Our time is flexible, sometimes we have time when 
other people don't have time but we also, you know, work 
late at night and on the weekends. 
Subject 2 relayed that personal contact with Lilly Fellows prompted her to contact 
the CFT. 
I had colleagues who were Lilly Fellows and that really 
made the difference. Particularly there was one colleague 
who was very enthusiastic and told me about it. Then of 
course I did get mailings, but I think the real difference 
was hearing it from a particular person, how good it was 
and so I contacted them [CFT]. 
A colleague shared her first impression of the CFT with Subject 2: 
I talked to a very good friend of mine and she teaches an 
interesting class about the history of diversity, an important 
class. She met with the Director of the CFT and her first 
encounter was so positive that she was just taken away and 
her teaching has never been the same afterwards. 
Subject 2 contacted the CFT primarily for the opportunity to reflect upon her 
teaching. 
I’ve always gotten quite good teaching evaluations. I really 
wanted to reflect more on my teaching and making that an 
important part of my professional life. 
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Subject 2 shared this observation about her first visit to the CFT: 
When I first went there [the CFT] and talked to the 
Director, I had a very good impression. I didn’t expect it to 
be any other way, because that’s what I had heard, so it was 
exactly what I expected. 
The benefits of her individual consultation and workshop participation included: 
Well, the practical changes included, cutting down on 
lecturing radically and having discussion groups. Students 
would discuss issues among themselves, I would prepare 
the questions and these would be the same questions that I 
would have lectured on. I just don’t give the answers. 
I also took a more interdisciplinary approach which was 
good for addressing particular applications and also let the 
students get some experience with theories at an advanced 
level. 
I’m continuing to make changes, to develop teaching 
material from various fields and to create self-tutoring 
programs that students could use. 
In reply to a question about the services in which Subject 2 participated, she 
noted: 
I've been to several workshops, like those lunch workshops, 
so when there's something that I'm interested in, I make 
time for those. I do pay attention to the [workshop] 
announcements. The main thing I did was last year, 
participating in an intensive consultation with the CFT. I 
mainly interacted with the Director of the CFT, but also 
had class evaluations and my students were interviewed. 
Subject 2 talked about how her participation in CFT programs affected her 
relationships with her colleagues. 
Well, certainly my colleagues who have done the same 
[participate in CFT programs], we now have something in 
common we can talk about and in all of this there is this 
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increased awareness of teaching, which maybe hadn’t been 
there before. We are talking a lot about pedagogy. 
She was asked if participation in CFT programs had any drawbacks and she 
noted, “none that I can think of.” 
Her overall assessment of the CFT was: 
Overall, my view of the CFT is very positive, the staff is 
very sensitive which makes their advice very easy to take. 
They are aware that some faculty are self conscious, like 
myself. They have a very sensitive, positive way of doing 
their work. I also have a friend and colleague who just 
started her consultation, she was just amazed at how helpful 
they are. They are their own best advertisement. All of my 
experiences [with the CFT] were very good. 
When asked if Subject 2 knew the perceptions of the CFT of colleagues in her 
department, she replied: 
That is hard, I mean, I'm not sure. I would have to ask 
them. I mean there's certainly never any negative 
comments. I could imagine that it may be perceived as an 
agency that helps bad teachers improve. I think they do all 
they can to tell you that they help people of all kinds, good 
teachers, okay teachers and bad teachers. Really in my 
case, you know I wasn't a teacher with any problems, 
tenured, full professor, nothing, good evaluations and this 
just was fine — still I wanted to do it. So, I don't know 
whether the colleagues who haven't done it would think of 
it that way. I don't know if they'd understand why I did it. I 
think actually one thing in the department, that people 
actually became aware of, is this change in direction for 
emphasis on undergraduate teaching. So, I think there's 
definitely some change in perspective that took place in all 
of us over the last year, to think more about undergraduate 
teaching. 
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Asked to explain this new emphasis on undergraduate teaching, Subject 2 replied: 
I think a lot of the pressure, which was good, was from the 
university administration. They wanted faculty to have 
more participation in undergraduate teaching and that is the 
reason why there is more discussion of course descriptions 
and enrollment figures. 
Subject 2 felt the CFT could help faculty by improving the physical surroundings: 
There is the equipment in the classrooms, of course, I mean 
that is a big thing. To have better classrooms, if you really 
want to go multimedia, you have to have overhead 
projectors, ours are in a very bad state. I lectured abroad 
last February and I had those projectors that you can write 
on, and you know, I liked it and there are all kinds of things 
that I just haven't tried. Being able to write on lines while 
you're writing and it’s nicer than writing on the blackboard. 
Because, for me I'm very bad at writing on the blackboard. 
I know my visual perception is not good and I can hardly 
see what I write. But, I realized that when I write on the 
overhead projector it makes all the difference. It is little 
things, you know that if there were just more equipment, 
like overhead projectors, better ones. 
Subject 3 
Subject 3 is a male holding the rank of Associate Professor. He is affiliated with 
one of the professional colleges. He is tenured and forty nine years of age. Like many 
individuals in professional schools he came to a teaching career after working in his field. 
He began teaching part-time at a community college, then moved to a four year 
institution and has been employed at the University of Massachusetts for 11 years when 
interviewed. 
He first became aware of the CFT after receiving a written communication about 
the Lilly Teaching Fellows program. He did some research on the CFT prior to his Lilly 
interview. He was awarded a Lilly Fellowship in the early 1990s. His other areas of 
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involvement with the CFT include attendance at 5 campus-wide workshops, receiving a 
CFT grant in 1995, and participating in an individual consultation. 
In the fall semester, he teaches one large lecture course and two lab-style courses. 
In the spring semester, he teaches the two lab-style courses and the large lecture course is 
replaced by a graduate course. 
Findings. Subject 3 discussed expectations for how faculty allocate their time 
among teaching, research and service responsibilities. 
In reviewing the percentage of time for teaching, research 
and service, I estimate I spend 50-60% for teaching, 30- 
40% for research and 10-20% for service. 
.. .the desired allocation would be 40% teaching, 40% 
research, and 20% service and I think that shows. That I 
would like to be doing basically the same teaching or 
maybe a little bit less time on teaching, more time on 
research, and a little bit less time on service. 
i 
I would say that I am spending more time on service than I 
originally thought, probably by choice. I'm also involved in 
administrative things with the department. 
When Subject 3 joined his department, the chair advised him on allocating his 
time. 
When I came, my department head was very clear to urge 
me not to spend all my time on teaching. That other things 
were important and I had to work on getting research and 
publications out and service has always been off the charts. 
He said spending too much time on teaching is not 
probably the best thing for your career if you’re going to be 
successful with tenure and promotion. 
Subject 3 commented on the demands of teaching in his field. 
Our teaching, as I mentioned, is time intensive so we have 
a lot of contact hours and our projects are connected with 
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real people and real initiatives. So, that it is also time 
intensive to set up and to coordinate. 
The department could support research time though ~ that's 
easily solved when there's funding available for hiring 
additional part time instructors to reduce the teaching load 
which frees people up to have more time for research. 
That's one way the department could help out, but you 
know the reality is that it is more and more competitive to 
get funding from the college for the department to make 
these things happen. 
Subject 3 responded to the question, when did you first become aware of the 
CFT? 
I noticed the announcement about the applications for the 
Lilly program and I applied at that time and that was the 
first I knew of the CFT. The announcement either came in 
the mail -- as a mailing to faculty or in the Campus 
Chronicle [weekly newspaper for faculty and staff]. I don't 
recall which one but something like that. It wasn't through a 
personal contact, it was through some kind of a printed 
communication. 
He became aware of the full range of services in preparing for his interview for 
the Lilly program. 
I learned a little more about the CFT and I did a little 
homework before my interview, so I had an understanding 
of the full extent of the mission. 
Subject 3 shared his initial impressions of the CFT. 
I was very pleasantly surprised that a place like this existed 
and well, first of all, I had a successful interview, so that 
colors my impression, so I think anyone is inclined to like 
people who will like them. So there's some kind of mutual 
feedback going on there, so the interview went well and 
then I was given the opportunity to be in the Lilly program. 
The next experience would be a retreat that was held in the 
summer before our Lilly year. And that was a very special 
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opportunity to have a group of peers from around the 
university come together and spend a couple of very 
pleasant and intellectually stimulating days talking about 
teaching with experts coming in. It’s hard to talk about the 
CFT in an impersonal way because the Director is such a 
factor and a force in - it’s really her ~ at least at that time 
that defined the CFT and that made it what it was, so 
they're kind of synonymous in my view. It wasn't like a 
center with a big staff, she had some support staff but it 
was, you know, 95% her. 
When asked about his colleagues perceptions of the CFT, Subject 3 responded: 
We have a pretty small department, about 20 faculty and I 
was the first one to get the Lilly Fellowship from that 
department. Since then, there have been two more, so I 
think there's quite a good understanding of what the Center 
does at least on a superficial level. I think a lot of the senior 
faculty, you know they don't see any opportunity for 
themselves for a similar program, so the motivation to learn 
more is not so great. I think in a general way they 
understand clearly what's going on and the value of it. 
Subject 3 was asked what motivates him to attend a CFT campus-wide workshop. 
The subject of the workshop. There have been workshops 
that I, that I would have liked to attend that I've been 
unable to attend due to scheduling conflicts and it tends to 
— the further it gets in — the more time that passes without 
attending one then the less likely it is that I'll attend one. If 
you look at my attendance over the years, it was much 
higher after -- immediately after Lilly and then it dropped 
off and that's unfortunate. Part of that is human nature and 
part of that is my own ability to arrange my time and set 
priorities. 
Subject 3 was asked to comment further on the scheduling conflicts which 
prevented him from attending campus-wide workshops. 
A better time for me, I think late afternoon would be good, 
4:30 or something. Early mornings or late afternoons are 
good options. 
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Teaching is discussed among Subject 3 and his departmental colleagues: 
Yes, we discuss things about teaching. As I mentioned 
before, a lot is about coming from the perspective of 
revising the curriculum. We are talking about the content of 
the teaching. We recently had some discussions at the level 
of the whole faculty, of trying to within the boundaries of 
academic freedom, to try to track some of the content in 
different people's teaching. So this represents a greater 
interest, greater collective interest in individual teaching 
from the content perspective. So that's an example. And I 
try to help out my junior colleagues with their teaching. We 
have two new faculty and when we have labs a lot of times 
we co-teach. So I've co-taught with one of our new faculty 
and another one has just taken over a course I formerly 
taught, so I've tried to help her with material, advice, 
sharing my ideas and my approaches to it to help her out. 
And also to encourage them to apply for Lilly Fellowships. 
I'm sold on that, so I hope that they can have the same 
opportunity I did. 
Subject 3 reflected upon the impact of the CFT upon the institution. 
What I’ve seen is a definite presence and a really 
consistently high regard for the work and the reputation of 
the CFT. The political climate of the last 5-7 years has 
changed, the interest in research and teaching goes through 
cycles, it appears, and I think that the CFT has helped the 
University to make a legitimate claim that it has made a 
significant contribution to teaching. The University is 
dedicated to balancing the demands of teaching and 
research. 
Several suggestions were made by Subject 3, regarding some initiatives the CFT 
can take to better recognize and reward teaching. 
Oh I think the awards programs are at the right level. I 
think that the University teaching awards should be very 
competitive as they are and then it’s very significant. 
Maybe, more funding for the teaching development grants. 
I described my projects and it was a pretty modest grant 
that I received and I'm grateful for it, but you know there's 
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not that many of them and that is an area that I think might 
help. Although you know just throwing money at things is 
not always the solution but when you use that funding 
appropriately, I think it can be also very effective. 
And, I think I would say expanding the Lilly program in a 
modest way, maybe to more senior faculty or something 
because I think in my view that’s the reason the Lilly 
Fellowship works is because of the release time that is 
provided. The Center has a lot of wonderful seminars and I 
know a lot of people just don't have time to attend them. 
Pay attention to the junior faculty that don't participate in 
the Lilly program. I think they tend to identify with a peer 
group across campus. I think bringing them together can be 
very beneficial and without that opportunity those people 
may very well feel alienated and feel that they're not being 
helped and having unreasonable expectations. But I don't 
know the best way to reach that group other than through 
the Lilly program. Maybe there's some way to try to focus 
on that group. Maybe its workshop topics, maybe its some 
other program, but I think that would be one area that it 
might help out. 
Subject 3 discussed the changes which occurred in his teaching as a result of his 
participation in various CFT activities. 
I think the Lilly program helped me to take a different look 
at how I organized the class, how I present lectures, the 
type of assignments that I give, the type of examinations 
that I give, how I relate to the students. Pretty fundamental 
change in many dimensions of my teaching. You know I 
would have to say it was pretty directly attributable to the 
CFT and my experience through the Lilly program. 
My individual work with the Director, you know she was 
consulting with me on the class and I guess the biggest 
impact was the one-on-one advice and consultation. But 
that was certainly complimented by some of the outside 
experts that we had coming in to meet with the group of 
Lilly people in the area of active learning, for example, we 
had people that would share their thoughts and their 
strategies for promoting active learning and I found that to 
be particularly useful. 
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Subject 3 was asked if his participation in CFT programs resulted in any 
publications. 
Yes. I wrote a paper that was published about the way I 
started using writing in my class, Writing To Learn. And I 
should also mention my mentor in the Lilly program was 
very influential in that area. We adopted some goals of 
looking at my personal writing, my personal career writing 
as well as my student's writing in the class and it was very 
successful, I think in both areas. At that time, that was a 
critical time in my pre-tenure career, and my mentor helped 
me to really get publications flowing and get me writing 
and developing better habits and better strategies for 
writing. So that was a really great milestone and change in 
my career. It was very helpful. I wrote a paper that was 
published about the way I started using writing in my class. 
Subject 3 volunteered information about the grant that he received last year from 
the CFT. 
I received a grant from the CFT last year, to work on a 
project that's related to this class. And that is to develop a - 
it’s in the area of technology — trying to bring some 
technology into this class and I am working to develop a 
CD ROM product, to have some exercises that will support 
the class and also to make some of the many images that 
are shown in the class available to the students for 
reference and for studying during the class. I was 
appreciative of the funding. 
Subject 3 was asked if his participation with the CFT has been worthwhile. 
Absolutely. No question. It was, I think, from my point of 
view it has had a direct and important impact on my 
teaching. I don't think I was ever in trouble in terms of 
being a bad teacher, but I know I'm a better teacher now 
because of this. This is my career, so it’s well worth my 
time and I'm dedicated to it. I want to be the best teacher I 
can and this helped me with that. And in terms of, from the 
University's perspective, you know, this is obviously a wise 
investment, when you can help people out like the way I 
was helped. We haven't even touched on some of the ways 
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it helps. I know a lot of people, junior faculty I meet, they 
need some attention, some reassurance that the institution is 
there to help them, not just to kind of throw challenges at 
them, to make life difficult so it’s a very important gesture 
of support to junior faculty. I've had a few other colleagues 
from my department that have also gone through the 
program and have also been very impressed with it. 
Subject 3 found no drawbacks to his participation in CFT programs, his overall 
assessment follows: 
Well, I think you have the sense of my being very 
impressed and I think they're doing a wonderful job. It 
seems to be something that's really essential at an 
institution like this. It’s always ironic when you think that 
university instructors are those usually least prepared for 
teaching, compared with secondary school or elementary 
school where they have a lot of preparation, and tutoring, 
and practice and most of us come in cold, so it makes a lot 
of sense to do that. As I said before, I think that's a very 
worthwhile investment on the part of the university and 
yeah, it’s outrageous, that is another word. 
He had one recommendation for the CFT. 
Of course, a lot of people are jealous that there isn’t a Lilly 
program for senior faculty, for example. A lot of dedicated 
teachers would love to have that opportunity. 
Phase II - Qualitative Findings - Non-Users 
Questions in Block I were similar for both users and non-users. In Block I, 
subjects were asked about their strategies and priorities for balancing the demands of 
teaching and research activities. They were also asked to describe the culture within their 
department and the established expectations for teaching, research, and service activities. 
The Block II questions for non-users investigated the subjects’ opinions about 
formalized faculty development programs and their awareness of the CFT. Those aware 
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of the CFT were asked to share their general impression of the department. The primary 
objective of Block II questions for non-users, was to answer the question, “What could 
the CFT do to increase participation in programs and workshops?” “How can the CFT 
better communicate with faculty?” Another objective was to uncover if there are any 
unmet needs for faculty development. 
In Block III, both users and non-users were asked to answer questions pertaining 
to the broader impact of a formalized faculty development program upon an institution. It 
was recognized that non-users may not be able to answer institutional impact questions 
specific to the CFT. 
Subjects 4, 5 and 6 are individuals who have not used the services of the CFT 
during the academic years, 1992-1993 through 1995-1996. 
Subject 4 
Subject 4 is fifty-one years of age and was appointed to his faculty position at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst six years ago. His academic career began in the 
mid-1980s with an appointment to the University of Massachusetts Extension division in 
another part of Massachusetts. He has had university level teaching responsibilities 
throughout his career. 
His academic affiliation is in the natural sciences. He teaches a lab course every 
semester and two or three lecture courses over the course of an academic year. The 
lecture courses are on both the graduate and undergraduate level. A considerable amount 
of his time is devoted to his Extension duties where he is serving constituents in the field. 
He is a tenure-track, Associate Professor. 
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Findings. The interview began with Subject 4 discussing his academic career. 
I guess I am a bom student. It just seems natural for me to 
be in a learning environment all of the time. Working in 
someone’s lab soon after getting into graduate school, soon 
after getting in I knew I wanted to hang in there and get a 
Ph.D. I had a great love of natural sciences, more for the 
desire to learn than to teach. It is very rewarding to help 
people by working in Extension. I discovered a love of 
teaching. 
Subject 4 outlined how time is allocated among his responsibilities. 
I just spoke for 35 minutes on the phone with a constituent. 
I spend 50% of my time on Extension work and it really 
seems like 75% Extension. The rest is 25% teaching, and 
25% research. The 50% of my time on Extension, there is a 
great teaching component to that, although it may not be 
recognized as such. 
In Subject 4’s department, the expectation of how faculty allocate their time is 
influenced by the department head. Subject 4 reflected upon his last three department 
heads. 
In the last three department heads, the first one was perhaps 
the most - um -- considerate of everything we had to do, 
everything was important. If you had a three way 
appointment to the University, all three were important. 
I think with the second department head, teaching and 
extension became less important and with the present 
department head, it is far less important. His expectations 
are that we primarily write grants and not worry as much 
about teaching. 
The interview was interrupted by a telephone call from a constituent with a 
problem. 
I just re-checked and it is_[stated the problem]. I 
pledged to him that I would spend a lot of time trying to 
solve his problem but he definitely has_[scientific 
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diagnosis]. It is going to take a lot of work but I will be 
going out there on Friday. 
Subject 4 discussed the demands of his Extension responsibilities. 
I am very unhappy with how I allocate my time. Last spring 
I may not have even granted this interview because there is 
not enough time in my day. It is very difficult to have a 
three-way appointment and especially when 50% is 
Extension. There is a great expectation from the people I 
serve. I usually feel it is not valued by the academic 
community, well it is certainly not valued by the academic 
community and I’m not sure about my administrator. And 
other administrators claim to value it but I’m not sure they 
do. As far as actually getting credit for merit for my faculty 
report, I don’t think it matters, I don’t expect to be 
rewarded for that. My original department head did value it 
[Extension work] and I was rewarded for it. 
Subject 4 commented on the college personnel committee’s influence on 
balancing the demands of teaching and service. 
The value of teaching/service changes according to who is 
on the college personnel committee. Research is the 
primary way that merit is distributed. Teaching — maybe, if 
you received a teaching award. 
Mine is applied research and for the most part it is married 
to my Extension program. 
The appreciation of Extension services is a dilemma at other colleges and 
universities. 
This is not a unique problem, it is like this at every 
university, colleges are unappreciative of Extension. 
The departmental expectations were articulated by Subject 4. 
There are certain expectations from being in this 
department. You must be a very good scientist and very 
successful at getting grants. 
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Subject 4 was asked to provide a definition of faculty development. 
The kind of faculty development I engage in has more to do 
with Extension and research, more of a proactive way of 
getting information. 
In response to the question, How can the university best assist faculty in their 
professional development? Subject 4 responded: 
I think the greatest need that I have and what I find a great 
shortcoming at the University is the lack of ready 
assistance to work with computer kinds of problems. I have 
a computer here that is brand new and apparently I can’t 
run the computer and an expensive scanner at the same 
time and I am not sure why. I have to give this up for 3 
days in order to have somebody look at it. That is very 
difficult to do because we are so dependent. 
A lot of the faculty I talk to have the same problem. They 
dread getting new software. I spend a lot of time trying to 
fix computer problems. Considering how dependent we are 
on these things to carry out our mission of teaching, 
research and service, I would think we would have better 
resources to help us. I will have to pay somebody to come 
in here and fix this because I can’t be without it. 
Subject 4 was asked if there are conversations, at departmental meetings or when 
faculty get together, about teaching strategies that work or innovative things they are 
doing in their classrooms. 
Yes, to a certain extent, perhaps not a lot of it._[a 
former Lilly fellow], I watch what she does and I am 
interested in what she does. I audited a course once to 
observe some of the things she was doing and tried some 
myself. 
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Subject 4 was asked, are you aware of the CFT? He responded: 
No. I know several Lilly Fellows and that would be my 
only connection to it. I probably heard of it in the past but I 
am not aware of what it does. 
The researcher listed the primary services provided by the CFT, and asked 
Subject 4 to indicate which services interested him. 
Individual Teaching Consultation - “Yes.” 
Lilly Fellowship - “Yes.” 
Campus-wide Workshops - 
I could attend if I was arrested for not teaching very well, I 
could probably find time. I would probably learn 
something. I would not make a monthly commitment. If I 
were aware of the topic, I might find time to go. 
This led to further discussion of campus-wide workshops. The researcher inquired 
how might the CFT best communicate with Subject 4 about the workshop topic. Subject 
4 noted: 
I just told you that I throw things out if they are not really 
important to me. I think that sometimes, if I were sent 
something like a workshop list for the entire semester or 
year, I would post it on my wall and than I would be 
reminded that there are some of these things that I want to 
attend. If I had a poster with a list I would be more 
inclined to find the time to go to one. 
I would be more inclined to find time to go a luncheon 
meeting if I had a menu to choose from of topics. 
Undoubtedly there would be something that I would take 
the time to go to. 
There is a lot of opportunity for me to get involved in a lot 
of things and it is hard to find the time. Tell me where do 
they get the food from [for the workshops]? Maybe I will 
go there for lunch sometime [chuckle]. 
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The researcher inquired if scheduling campus-wide workshops over the lunch 
hour is a good time of day for faculty? He responded, “Yes.” 
Faculty grants - 
I have very little free time and whenever you write a grant 
you make a commitment to produce something. If they 
were more substantial, $1000 to $1500 isn’t enough 
incentive to have more things to do. 
There is a special video screen for the lab that costs $5000, 
which would greatly improve our teaching. If there was a 
grant for that amount of money I would pursue it. A piece 
of equipment for labs would have to start at $3,000 or up. 
Lab equipment tends to be expensive. 
In response to the question, “Do you receive the monthly newsletters from the 
CFT?”, Subject 4 replied: 
I doubt it. There is mail that I don’t open and I barely know 
what it is and I don’t read. It is not likely that I get it. 
Subject 4 was asked if there were other initiatives, in addition to those currently 
offered by the CFT, that the University could take to recognize and reward teaching. He 
responded: 
Teaching should be recognized and rewarded on a 
departmental level, however, the personnel committee 
would not be interested in providing people with merit or 
encouragement or whatever for good teaching. 
Subject 4 shared his perspective on ways the CFT could increase its visibility on 
campus. 
I think many faculty ignore a lot of things that are going on 
at the University because they have a full plate and they are 
satisfied with the teaching they are doing. 
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The way to make an impression would be for a 
representative of the group [the CFT] to go to a faculty 
meeting and take fifteen minutes of the departmental 
faculty meeting to let them know what is available and who 
they should call if they are interested in what ever kind of 
support they offer. A line in the Campus Chronicle [weekly 
campus newspaper for faculty and staff] just doesn't grab 
their attention, even if you need it. If someone comes and 
says, this is what we have to offer, that makes a much 
better impression. 
In response to the question. "Are there any other programs or activities That the 
CFT could offer that would be of interest to you to support your teaching or your own 
professional development?". Subject 4 stated: 
I have been thinking about trying to find someone to help 
me organize my life better. Try to find more quality time to 
try to do the things that need to be done. It is difficult at 
times, especially last year was terrible. 
I would want to have an individual who had expertise in 
time management and all those things that are related to 
that When I was at_[his previous institution], one 
of my colleagues was having difficulty and they brought an 
efficiency expen in for several hours to w ork with this 
person. I was intrigued by the fact that the university had 
someone to help with time management. 
Subject 4 shared his oltarnafions about professional development 
I value professional development and one of the things I 
feel fortunate about the Extension work that I do 
complements teaching very much. I am very lucky and my 
students are lucky that I am able to bring real life problems 
to them. Some of my professional development comes from 
right on the job by having an applied research involvement 
There are several of us in the department that do that and it 
is great 
I have, through my professional society , attended some 
workshops that have to do with teaching to try to get new 
ideas. 
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Teaching is important to me and I’m a New England 
Yankee and we find ways to get things done, but knowing 
more about it I may make an effort to see what they [the 
CFT] have to offer. 
Subject 5 
Subject 5 is fifty-nine years of age and has been on the faculty at the University of 
Massachusetts Amherst for over 30 years. He is a full Professor in the social sciences and 
graduate program director for his department. He teaches three courses each academic 
year, one of which is a large lecture course that is instrumental in recruiting 
undergraduate students into the major. The other two courses are at the graduate level. He 
advises between 5-8 graduate students on both the master’s and doctoral levels. He has 
some knowledge of the programs and services offered by the CFT. 
Findings. Subject 5 discussed how he allocates his time. 
I spend 50% of my time on teaching-related activities, 
including advising. Research takes up about 35% of my 
time and service is about 15%. My primary research is a 34 
year longitudinal study of the inhabitants of a small village. 
It was Subject 5’s observation that the personnel committee influenced the value 
placed on teaching within a department. 
The Personnel committee determines the monetary value of 
teaching in the department. 
He reflected upon the role the department head plays in determining the priority 
given to teaching. 
The Department Head sets the tone and this department 
head feels very strongly about making teaching a priority 
for faculty. Yes, I think our department is very serious 
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about teaching. It is discussed both formally and 
informally, at least with_[current department 
head] as head. 
Subject 5 offered his definition of Faculty Development: 
Anything that helps faculty members grow intellectually 
helps to make them better teachers and become more 
competent faculty members within the realms of research, 
teaching and service to the university and the broader 
community. 
Subject 5 was asked to provide his overall impression of the Center For Teaching 
and its impact on the campus. 
It seems that they have improved a great deal and are really 
trying to help those faculty who want to be helped. 
Subject 5 felt there were two distinct groups of faculty that choose not to 
participate in CFT programs: 
Those who do not respond to their requests fall into at least 
two groups — those who feel they are doing well as 
teachers [I feel that way about my teaching], and those who 
have lost interest in teaching or no longer care about 
students. 
Subject 5 was asked if he would apply for a teaching grant to explore new and 
improved approaches to instruction. 
Possibly. It depends on the strings attached, such as how 
much time I have to commit back to the Center for 
Teaching. I am over committed already and I do not want 
to spend much time going in other directions. 
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Because of Subject 5’s long tenure with the university he was asked, “Should the 
university be concerned about maintaining vitality among faculty that are 15-20 years 
post-tenure?” 
Certainly. One way to do this is to provide time for faculty 
in that group to work on revising and updating their 
courses, or making certain that professors are provided with 
computers. I am expected to teach computer courses, yet I 
am forced to buy my own computer. That kind of policy 
will only backfire, since it shows no commitment of 
support from the University for me to do my job. If in the 
near future that policy continues, I will refuse to teach 
those courses. 
In response to the question, “Do you receive the monthly newsletters from the 
CFT?”, Subject 5 replied: 
I read the newsletters most months and find them 
interesting. 
The researcher listed the primary services provided by the CFT, and asked 
Subject 5 to indicate which subjects interested him. 
Individual Teaching Consultation - “No.” 
Lilly Fellowship - 
My perception of the Lilly Fellows is that they spend a lot 
of time sitting around and talking about teaching. I don’t 
need that. 
Campus-wide Workshops - 
The workshops are offered mid-day on Tuesdays and 
Thursdays, which are the most highly sought-after teaching 
times. There is always a conflict offering at these times. 
The better time would be from 3-5 PM. 
Don’t send E-mail to advertise the workshops, use the 
flyer. 
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Teaching Awards- 
I don’t have a tremendous amount of respect for the 
teaching awards. It seems very political. I know of 
excellent teachers who are often nominated but don’t 
receive an award because they speak their minds at Faculty 
Senate. 
I don’t measure my success by an external award, my 
success is measured by the impact I have on my students. 
Students have stayed in touch with me over all the years of 
my teaching. 
At the conclusion of the interview, Subject 5 spoke about the importance of 
teaching. 
My teaching is what determines my self-esteem. I want to 
be a good teacher, it is how I reach my personal feelings of 
actualization. I devote an extraordinary amount of time to 
teaching. I never, in 30 years, have taught the same course 
in the same way. I develop new notes for every course. 
Subject 5 identified the type of professional development support he needs. 
What I need is support to purchase computers. I teach the 
computer course in the department and had to spend 
$12,000 from my personal funds to buy two computers for 
the course. I can’t work at home because the computers are 
here. 
Subject 6 
Subject 6 is a female faculty member holding an appointment in a department in 
the College of Humanities and Fine Arts. She is 45 years of age and has been on the 
University of Massachusetts campus for seven years. Just prior to her current 
appointment she taught at a small, private institution. She was also employed for several 
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years in a non-tenure track appointment at a Research I University. Her rank is Assistant 
Professor. 
She teaches a wide range of courses from large introductory courses for students 
just beginning in the major to highly specialized graduate seminars. She teaches one 
course each semester and has administrative duties. To protect her anonymity, Subject 6’s 
administrative duties, which are related to her field of research and service will not be 
described. She disclosed in the interview that 60% of her time is allocated to research and 
service and 40% to teaching. 
Findings. Subject 6 was asked if she was aware of the CFT, she replied: 
Yes, I know it exists. I never did do very much with it. 
Her response to the question, “How did you become aware of the CFT?”, was: 
I don’t know, probably in the packets of information that I received. 
Are you aware of the range of services the CFT offers? 
I am not sure if I am aware now. 
The researcher reviewed the major services offered by the CFT and asked Subject 
6 to indicate if she would be interested in participating in: 
Campus-wide workshops - 
Yes, but they are not offered at a good time of day. It is just 
that, I have so many other commitments over the lunch 
hour. However, it might be a good time for other faculty. 
Individual consultation - 
I didn’t know they did that, but I am not particularly 
interested in it. That was done to me. I mean I worked with 
that earlier in my career. It was very helpful to me earlier. 
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Lilly Fellow Program - 
Yes, I know about that and I wouldn’t be interested. 
Monthly newsletter - 
Yes, I think I do. Yes, I know I do. I read them. 
Subject 6 was asked, “What is discussed when colleagues in her field discuss 
faculty development?” 
One, they think they should be using technology and they 
aren’t, and they feel that they need to, but they are not sure 
how, which I would say would apply to the older faculty 
members. 
Sometimes they will discuss specific questions related to 
teaching. 
What’s out there. They are not comfortable seeing 
something at a conference and want to use it. Computer 
equipment scares them. They don’t want to play with it and 
see how it works, they don’t want to touch it, they are 
afraid they are going to break it. 
Then there are people who have projects They want to 
create a web-course and put their exams on the web, so the 
student can access it and do it up to 5 times and they can 
get the results. 
Subject 6 discussed her perceptions as to why faculty don’t use the CFT: 
Most of the people that I run into aren’t that interested. 
They are much more focused on their research and they 
have a way of presenting the lesson and that is all they are 
interested in. If there is extra stuff for the students, well the 
TAs can develop that. 
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Subject 6 suggested other ways the CFT could serve faculty: 
The CFT may want to consider having a web page where 
they could post their newsletter, articles on teaching and 
host a listserve where faculty could discuss issues related to 
teaching. But then of course, only the people that use the 
web are going to see it. 
Perhaps they [the CFT] could use E-mail to announce 
workshops. 
The researcher followed up on the subject’s mention of technology by asking her, 
“How receptive do you would think your colleagues would be if the CFT used E-mail to 
communicate with faculty?” She replied: 
We have some who live on it and we have some that look 
at it once a year. Those who use it would be receptive to it. 
It could serve as a clearinghouse, opening two way 
communication between faculty and the Center [CFT]. 
The discussion of ways in which the CFT could communicate with faculty 
resumed. Subject 6 recommended: 
Another way for the CFT to communicate with faculty 
would be to establish sub-people in the various colleges, a 
network of faculty in every college. And say to them, we 
have got to publicize this in four weeks, it would be their 
responsibility to call colleagues and advise them of 
whatever. They can work in their own area, a network. 
Representatives of the CFT could also go to department 
meetings. 
Subject 6 wras asked to comment on the institutional impact of the CFT. 
I can’t think that it has ever come up. I have only a positive 
idea of it - um -- that is about all I can say. 
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Subject 6 was asked if there were any other initiatives that the CFT could 
undertake to assist faculty. She responded: 
My husband is tenured at_College [small, 
private college] and he gets $1,000 every year to travel to 
conferences and there is money available for summer 
projects. UMass Faculty don’t have that opportunity which 
is too bad because, the more conferences and the more 
things they can take part in the better. They have to do it 
out of their own pocket. So that is something the University 
could do a lot better with. For a few years they could not 
even make phone calls, which is appalling compared to 
what people have at other colleges. 
Subject 6 discussed her perception of balancing research oriented faculty that are 
resistant to participating in faculty development. 
I see a big difference between the colleges and the 
University in this. The colleges bill themselves as teaching 
institutions and the University would like to bill itself as a 
research institution. But at the colleges, the full professors 
are always fully integrated with the freshman. I mean my 
husband has been tenured at_College for 20 
years. He is a full professor. He still gets his requisite 
number of first year students that come to our house, he 
counsels them, he teaches the basic introductory course. 
The full professors here refuse to do that and they have 
TAs teaching the undergraduates, it is very unusual that I 
teach_[undergraduate course]. I 
should be insulted that I be asked to teach_ 
[undergraduate course]. You teach graduate students or it 
isn’t worth anything. And I think that is a real problem 
here. They wonder why they don’t have any majors. They 
should look at how their first and second year courses are 
taught by people who don’t know how to teach. 
They are interested in teaching graduate students and their 
own little focus and they don’t want to get outside of it. 
That kind of professor, to try to get that professor to some 
sort of faculty development is difficult. The interesting 
thing is it is not a problem at the colleges because it is 
understood. My husband publishes just as much, attends 
just as many international conferences, and the idea is that, 
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he is on campus a lot. This come in one day a week 
business would not work at the colleges. 
The researcher asked, “What percentage of the faculty in her field fall into the 
group, which focuses primarily on research?” 
Well, I would say 80%. I don’t know if I would want to be 
publicly quoted, but they are not really interested in the 
undergraduates, they don’t want to put in a lot of time to 
make the course more creative, it causes a lot of problems. 
After two years, the students are not ready for the upper 
level classes. There are an awful lot of TAs that teach those 
classes and obviously some of the TAs are very good. 
Overall, the TAs aren’t getting that much supervision. 
The poor TA is trying to do his best but doesn’t have many 
places to turn to that I know of. They, as far as I know, 
don’t have a lot of supervision. 
At the university, it is really two different worlds, research 
and teaching. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION OF THE FINDINGS 
Overview 
Ask yourself the question, “During your undergraduate or graduate studies, was 
there a college professor who had such a positive influence upon you, that he or she 
helped shape the course of your life?” Characteristics attributed to those professors that 
make a difference in the lives of their students include: expertise in their discipline, 
enthusiasm for teaching and learning, understanding the pedagogical competencies 
needed in their field, excellent communication skills, and dedication. A phrase that 
captures the essence of many of these qualities is “faculty vitality” (Bland & Schmitz, 
1988, p. 191). 
Chapter One began with the fundamental premise of this research, that 
maintaining faculty vitality is a national concern and one way to cultivate faculty vitality 
is through establishing a department charged with supporting faculty development 
initiatives. Over the past 25 years, the number of institutions of higher education in the 
United States that have instituted formalized faculty development programs has 
continued to grow. From its earliest beginnings, concerns have been expressed in the 
faculty development literature about the need for ongoing program assessment for 
departments charged with faculty development. Yet, until very recently (POD 
Conference; October, 1997) assessment of faculty development programs has not been a 
dominant theme in either publications for practitioners or in the faculty development 
literature. 
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The purpose of this research project was twofold - to design an assessment model 
and to test this model through actual data collection. Using strategies described in the 
literature, a two phase assessment process was designed to review specific services 
offered by the CFT at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. Using the model, which 
combined both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, data was collected, analyzed 
and interpreted. 
The first section in Chapter Five provides a summary and analysis of the 
quantitative data pertaining to the CFT campus-wide workshops. The second section is a 
discussion and interpretation of the qualitative data. The concluding section is a 
discussion of the process and the model. 
Chapter Six, the concluding chapter, offers suggestions for reviewing practices at 
the CFT and also recommends topics for further research. The chapter closes with a 
summary of the study. 
Quantitative Data Analysis 
This section will begin with an analysis of the quantitative data collected in Phase 
I of the study. Phase I consisted of a comprehensive review of various statistics relevant 
to campus-wide workshops offered by the CFT. The workshops at the CFT were chosen 
for review because they have high visibility within the campus community and provide a 
direct service to the greatest number of faculty participating in CFT programs thus 
comparative data with other programs was available and participation was voluntary Also 
participation data was available from CFT records. Approximately 95% of all faculty 
development units nationwide offer workshops, making these programs a core function of 
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most Centers (Chism & Szabo, 1996, Report, pg. 12). The quantitative analysis, a 
“snapshot” of the demographic characteristics of workshop participants, answers 
questions about “what,” “who” and “when.” Quantitative data are one-dimensional, 
offering important factual information about users of CFT services. These data are 
valuable because they answer the important questions raised in the previous statement 
and assist in framing the questions and the selection criteria for subjects in Phase II. 
In Phase II, the qualitative research phase which is analyzed in the latter part of 
this chapter, in-depth interviews were conducted with six faculty members. Three faculty 
members used CFT services between 1992-1993 and 1995-1996 and the other three had 
not used CFT services during the same time period. The multi- dimensional qualitative 
analysis was designed to answer underlying, complex questions about use of CFT 
services including “how,” “why,” “why not,” “change,” “perceptions” and “values.” 
The data produced in the quantitative inquiry complement the data generated in 
the qualitative phase of the project. The combination of methodologies, known as 
triangulation, is recommended by highly regarded researchers in the field of faculty 
development (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979; Eble & McKeachie, 1985; Gaff, 1975; Menges 
& Svinicki; 1989, Patton 1990) because it strengthens the study design by providing a 
more complete assessment. 
Workshop Attendance 
Although the sample size was relatively small, this is the only national data 
available; therefore, the results of the Chism and Szabo study will be compared when 
appropriate with the quantitative findings of this study. 
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Over the course of four academic years (1992-1993 through 1995-1996), 588 
individuals elected to participate in 24 campus-wide workshops developed, promoted, 
and presented by the CFT. Attendance at particular workshops varied from a low of 17 
for a “Teachers As Writers” seminar, designed in seminar format to serve a small 
audience, to a high of 103 for a workshop presented by a senior member of the University 
of Massachusetts faculty recognized as a distinguished teacher. 
The sum of attendance for 24 workshops was 1,277. Over the four years the 
average number of workshops per participant was 2.17. This number indicates a high 
degree of satisfaction since many participants returned for multiple workshops. 
Chism and Szabo reported in their study that the average number of “event users”, 
their term for workshop attendances at 100 institutions, per 12 month period, was 200 
(1996, pg. 121). CFT workshops drew in excess of 200 every year. The average annual 
attendance for full-time instructional faculty at CFT workshops was 319 which is 59.5% 
more than the average reported by Chism and Szabo. Overall participation for CFT 
campus-wide workshops was higher than the national average. Since workshop 
attendance is strictly voluntary, higher attendance than the national norm combined with 
multiple attendances by single individuals, indicates a high degree of satisfaction with 
campus-wide workshops. 
Affiliation of Participants 
Workshops are primarily targeted toward instructional faculty, so it was 
surprising to learn that 35.7% of the workshop attendees were not instructional faculty. 
Included in the 35.7% were two groups that may have instructional responsibilities, but 
teaching was not their primary focus: academic administrators representing 4.1% of the 
141 
attendees and graduate students at 12.6%. It was an unanticipated finding to learn that 
large numbers of professional staff who have no teaching responsibilities attended 
workshops although some staff conduct training and workshops in some capacity. 
Ninety-two professional staff members participated in workshops and accounted for 
15.6% of the total attendance. This is particularly interesting because professional staff 
and TAs do not receive the workshop mailings that go out to the full faculty list. That 
means professional staff and TAs are perhaps quite motivated since they seek out the 
workshop information. 
One could speculate that professional staff members attend workshops for a 
variety of reasons. Perhaps the topic of the workshop is relevant to their job 
responsibilities, or perhaps they are interested in a career in teaching and are seeking 
additional information. It is feasible that professional staff members were invited by a 
faculty colleague. Further research is needed to find out if workshop type influences 
attendance by professional staff and to determine their motivation for attending. 
College Affiliation 
Over the course of four years, every college at the University of Massachusetts 
was represented at the workshops, which indicates that there was wide participation 
across the colleges. Gaff and Morstain (1978), Bergquist and Phillips (1979), and 
Blackburn (1980) all noted that it was important for a faculty development program to 
attract participants across disciplines. Clearly, the CFT through their campus-wide 
workshops, has accomplished this objective. 
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Colleges, however, did differ in the frequencies with which their faculty 
participated in workshops. The College of Nursing had one of the highest levels of 
faculty participation. In the fall semester of 1995, the Office of Institutional Research 
reported that there were 23 instructional faculty in the Nursing department (Table 4.3, 
Chapter 4). Twenty-one of the 23 Nursing faculty (91.3%) have attended campus-wide 
workshops. From this observation, one could draw the conclusion that the Nursing 
faculty are very engaged in learning about strategies to improve their teaching, or perhaps 
the dean or a colleague strongly encourages attendance. Also, as a field, nursing has a 
culture of professional development and accountability that is very strong. That culture of 
“continuing or lifelong learning” may also account for high attendance. This is true of 
other professional schools in medical areas. 
The School of Education was also over-represented with an expected attendance 
of 22 and an observed attendance of 25. This may be a result of faculty members in the 
School of Education’s direct involvement in teaching and researching issues related to 
pedagogy. 
The most under-represented college is Humanities and Fine Arts with a total 
faculty population of 293: 94 faculty were expected to attend and 80 were observed. This 
college is top heavy in senior faculty. Also, the culture in Humanities and Fine Arts is 
less encouraging of formal teaching development opportunities. Teaching improvement 
may be considered more private, something one might chat with a colleague about but 
not publicly attend. 
Table 5.1 provides a comparison of Chism and Szabo’s findings, pertaining to 
college affiliation of the users of faculty development services, with the findings in this 
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study. Because Chism and Szabo organized their data under only four major headings, 
three of the colleges at the University of Massachusetts were not included in this table. 
The table shows that the results are very similar except that the College of 
Humanities and Fine Arts, called Arts & Humanities by Chism and Szabo, is noticeably 
less (10.87%). This analysis corroborates the observation that Humanities and Fine Arts 
is under-represented in this study. The College of Humanities and Fine Arts includes 
disciplines in the performing arts, such as Music and Dance. Perhaps the campus-wide 
workshop topics may not have been as relevant to studio-based classes or the timing of 
workshops may have conflicted with the longer studio classes. 
Table 5.1 School and College 
Affiliation Comparison 
Chism & 
Szabo* 
Arts & Humanities 32.30% 21.43% 
Social & Behavioral Sciences*** 22.50% 20.37% 
Math & Physical Sciences 19.23% 20.63% 
Professional Schools**** 
*(Chism & Szabo, 1996, p. 122) 
**See Table 4.4 
9.90% 9.79% 
*** Social & Behavioral Sciences: 
Social & Behavioral Sciences 13.76% 
Education 6.61% 
20.37% 
♦♦♦♦Professional Schools 
Management 4.23% 
Nursing 5.56% 
9.79% 
Not included in CFT: Engineering, Food & Natural Resources, Public Health & Health 
Sciences 
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Gender 
The greatest difference between expected and observed for all of the demographic 
characteristics was in the gender variable. Table 4.5 reports that males make up 77% of 
instructional faculty and females constitute 23%. In campus-wide workshops, females 
were over-represented by 19% and, consequently, males were under-represented by 19%. 
Exploring the reasons for this gender difference would be a very valuable research 
project. 
There are several possible reasons for the over-representation of females. Since 
males outnumber females in the instructional faculty group by 3 to 1, one could conclude 
that there are relatively few female instructional faculty on the campus. Campus-wide 
workshops may provide one of the few venues for female faculty to socialize and 
network with colleagues across disciplines. Female faculty, more than males, seek 
collegiality and social support, but they are less satisfied than males with what they find 
when they arrive on campus (Boice, 1993). Women may attend more workshops because 
such settings provide a means for networking and creating linkages with other like 
minded colleagues. 
Some researchers have reported that not only do women typically teach more than 
their male colleagues, but they indicate stronger interests in teaching. Finkelstein (1984), 
Johnsrud (1993), Boice (1992), and Olsen (1991) found that women not only spend more 
time on teaching, but that they also value teaching more than men do. The combined 
factors of interest and high regard for teaching may also explain higher attendance at 
workshops by women faculty. 
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In a recent study, researchers asked new hires about teaching centers and 
programs on their campuses. More female than male respondents said they attended 
teaching programs at the teaching centers on campus and females tended to be more 
positive about their experiences and the results of attending the programs (Trautvetter, 
1998). 
The importance of faculty development programs providing opportunities for 
networking was confirmed by multiple researchers in the literature review. Blackburn 
(1980), Eble and McKeachie (1978), Ferren and Mussell (1987), Knowlton and Ratliffe 
(1992), and Ovando (1989) all concurred with Gaff and Morstain's finding that the 
"greatest benefit reported by participating faculty was their contact with interesting 
people from other parts of the institution" (1978, p. 73). 
Women may also be more motivated to attend campus-wide workshops because 
of the pressures to improve their teaching evaluations, which are considered in the tenure 
process. Often women feel they must exceed expectations in order to compete with their 
male colleagues. The data shows that women at lower ranks, new, and pre-tenure faculty 
are more open to the notion of developing as teachers (Sorcinelli & Austin, 1992). Lastly, 
women in our culture have an easier time and find it more acceptable to ask for assistance 
and to seek self-assessment than do males. 
Academic Rank 
A significantly greater number, 34 individuals, at the rank of assistant professor 
attended campus-wide workshops than expected. One could assume that assistant 
professors, who also had greater attendance than expected, were motivated to participate 
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because they are the least experienced in teaching. They may have desired an opportunity 
to explore new strategies and to learn about current issues relevant to classroom 
instruction. They may also be motivated to attend workshops to improve their 
performance on teaching evaluations as lower ranking faculty face a tenure decision that 
is, in part, based on teaching qualifications. Also, new and pretenure faculty report 
feeling isolated as teachers (Sorcinelli & Austin, 1992). Workshops provide a low-risk 
means for seeking collegiality. 
It was expected that 208 full professors would attend the campus-wide 
workshops, while the actual attendance was 161 (47 fewer than anticipated). This may be 
attributed to the feeling among some professors that they have mastered the art of 
teaching and would rather not allocate any time from their demanding schedules to attend 
campus-wide workshops. This view was expressed by one of the non-users in the 
qualitative interviews. Full professors may have so many demands upon their time, 
especially in the area of service to the institution, that attending workshops may be a low 
priority. 
The CFT has a number of programs for new and pretenure faculty (new faculty 
orientation, midterm assessment for new faculty, Lilly Teaching Fellows program). It 
may be that once new junior faculty have a positive introduction and experience with the 
CFT they are more likely to attend workshops. Professors don’t have as many ways to 
“meet” the CFT. 
Chism and Szabo found that “the patterns show that use is fairly evenly 
distributed across faculty categories, with assistant professors accounting for a somewhat 
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higher percentage of use” (1996, p. 123). Again, this finding concurred with the results of 
this study. 
Table 5.3 compares Chism and Szabo’s findings, pertaining to the percentage of 
the total faculty who participate in faculty development programs across academic ranks, 
with the findings in this study. Across all academic ranks, the percentage of the total 
faculty who participate at the University of Massachusetts Amherst is much better than 
the national average reported in the Chism and Szabo study. The greatest differences 
were in the Assistant Professor and Lecturer categories. 
Table 5.2 Academic Rank 
Comparison 
Chism & Szabo* CFT 
Professor 21.70% 25.1% 
Associate Professor 24.10% 30.5% 
Assistant Professor 27.10% 55.4% 
Lecturer 23.50% 60.9% 
* Sources: (Chism & Szabo, 1996, p. 122) 
Females Bv Rank 
There were no significant deviations when the chi-square statistic was calculated 
to compare actual with observed attendance among the various ranks for female faculty 
members. However, the greatest difference in observed and expected attendance was in 
the professorial rank where 36 were observed and 52 were expected. This is consistent 
with the observations about rank and attendance in the discussion of overall rank. It is not 
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just male full professors, but also female full professors who are less likely to attend 
campus-wide workshops. 
Males By Rank 
There was a significant deviation in attendance from that expected for males at 
the assistant professor rank. It was expected that 18 males holding the rank of assistant 
professor would attend campus-wide workshops, however 35 male assistant professors 
attended. Thus, males at the assistant professor rank, who attended workshops, were 
significantly over-represented. Female assistant professors were only slightly over¬ 
represented at workshops. 
One likely reason why male assistant professors are significantly over-represented 
at campus-wide workshops is their concern with improving teaching evaluations for 
tenure review or promotion. However, this does not account for why their attendance is 
larger than that for woman at the same rank who would have similar concerns. This topic 
may warrant further research. 
Frequency of Attendance By School and College 
Faculty from Natural Science and Mathematics and Engineering are slightly less 
likely to attend workshops than expected. These are two disciplinary areas that are 
traditionally more research oriented with an emphasis on obtaining grants. Those that do 
attend, however, are more likely to return for subsequent workshops. Perhaps, the CFT 
may want to formally encourage faculty from these two colleges to attend campus-wide 
workshops, because it seems that once they do attend they are more likely to return. 
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The relationship between frequency of attendance and college affiliation was 
examined to ascertain if some colleges were under-represented or over-represented when 
multiple attendances were studied. Faculty members affiliated with the Colleges of Food 
and Natural Resources, Natural Science and Mathematics, Engineering and Nursing 
attended more workshops than expected. 
Workshop Attendance Analyzed By Type 
The average attendance for the 6 workshops on diversity-related topics was 48.00. 
Traditional Teaching and Learning workshops with the greatest number of offerings, at 
10 workshops, had an average attendance of 62.60. The largest average attendance of 
65.33 was found when technology-related workshops were offered. Personal 
development workshops were offered on five occasions with an average attendance of 
33.40. 
The workshops with the largest attendance related to technology topics. The need 
to increase programming in the area of teaching and technology was echoed throughout 
the qualitative interviews with both users and non-users. This is another area, which may 
be considered for further exploration as to the specific topics that have the greatest 
demand. 
Workshop Attendance Analyzed By Type and Gender 
Women are significantly more likely than men to attend diversity workshops. 
Men attend technology workshops at a slightly higher rate then women, but the difference 
is not significant for gender does not play a significant role in influencing attendance at 
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traditional teaching and learning workshops or personal development workshops. This 
would suggest that men and women faculty share some interests, but there may be 
differences as well. Further research might explore the different areas of workshop 
interest for men and women faculty as well as other faculty subgroups. 
Workshop Attendance Analyzed By Type and Rank 
Rank does not play a significant role in influencing attendance by type of 
workshops. However, those holding the rank of professor attend technology workshops at 
a slightly higher rate, and associate professors attend diversity and personal development 
workshops at a slightly higher rate. Assistant professors and lecturers are equally likely to 
attend all workshop types, and thus do not indicate any strong preferences. 
Institutional Impact 
Thirty-three percent of the instructional faculty participated in campus-wide 
workshops between academic years 1992-1993 through 1995-1996. Eight percent of the 
professional staff participated in campus-wide workshops between the same years. When 
the faculty and professional staff population are combined the overall participation is 
20%. 
When one considers that workshop participation is voluntary, that it is just one of 
the many services provided by the CFT, and that the demands on faculty time continue to 
increase, an overall faculty participation rate of 33% is excellent. 
Other, more personal dimensions of the institutional impact of the CFT are further 
expounded upon in the next section of this chapter, interpretation of the qualitative 
findings. 
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Testing for Interaction 
An analysis of variance was performed to test if there was any significant 
interaction between the variables of gender and rank and the variables of gender and 
college. It was found that there were no significant interaction effects between gender and 
rank (F=1.45, p=.23) or gender and college (F=1.15, p= 32). The main effects for gender 
are significant in both analyses. 
Discussion and Interpretation of the Qualitative Findings 
The qualitative findings reported in Chapter 4, were organized as individual “case 
studies” to portray a complete picture of each subject’s story. In the second section of 
Chapter 5, discussion and interpretation of the qualitative findings, the key findings are 
culled out of each subject’s story and presented and interpreted under nine categorical 
headings. 
Patton’s “content analysis method” was used to identify, code and categorize the 
data. In this process the researcher observes "recurring regularities in the data" (Patton, 
1990. p. 403). These recurring regularities represent "patterns" in the data which are then 
sorted into distinct categories. The final step in this process is to prioritize the categories 
according to "credibility, uniqueness, heuristic value, feasibility, special interests and 
materiality of the classification schemes" (Patton, 1990. p. 403). 
The nine key findings which originated from the “content analysis method” 
included topics which were directly related to the research questions, as well as common 
themes which emerged in the interview process. The categories are presented in relative 
order of the most to the least important, with an explanation of the underlying reasons for 
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the ranking included in each section. The first four categories focus on broad issues, 
including effects in the classroom, institutional impact, striking a balance among the 
demands of teaching, research and service and reflections on teaching. The final five 
categories focus specifically on topics related to the CFT. 
Incorporating Active Learning Strategies into the Curriculum 
In essence, program evaluation involves the development 
of a process whereby program activities can be interrelated 
with and compared to program expectations, goals and 
values (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979, p. 286). 
This topic was given the highest priority, because as Bergquist and Phillips 
articulated above, an essential component of the evaluation process is studying whether a 
program achieves its stated objectives. The first goal stated in the Center For Teaching’s 
Unit Plan is: “to provide opportunities for professional development in teaching to faculty 
members and teaching assistants to enable teachers to promote student learning” (1995, 
p.l). The key phase in this statement is “to promote student learning.” Although the CFT 
focuses on faculty growth as teachers, the ultimate beneficiaries are their students. The 
CFT incorporates active learning strategies and methodologies, which support student 
learning, into its programs and individual consultations. 
This subtle paradigm shift in higher education, from seeing the faculty’s role as 
providing instruction toward producing learning was observed by Barr and Tugg (1996). 
This philosophical paradigm shift is also a clear part of the mission of the CFT. Actual 
examples of shifts from traditional teaching methods towards more active learning 
strategies were described by all three subjects who took part in CFT programs. 
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The subjects reported that: 
Well, the practical changes included, cutting down on 
lecturing radically and having discussion groups. Students 
would discuss issues among themselves, I would prepare 
the questions and these would be the same questions that I 
would have lectured on. I just don’t give the answers. 
(Subject 2) 
The greatest impact was incorporating active learning 
strategies into the class. (Subject 1) 
I think the Lilly program helped me to take a different look 
at how I organized the class, how I present lectures, the 
type of assignments that I give, the type of examinations 
that I give, how I relate to the students. Pretty fundamental 
change in many dimensions of my teaching. You know I 
would have to say it was pretty directly attributable to the 
CFT and my experience through the Lilly program. 
(Subject 3) 
Institutional Impact 
In the literature reviewed , Bland noted that the second most frequently 
encountered recommendation was to link faculty development programs to institutional 
mission statements and institutional policies. Bland noted: 
Making faculty vitality programs an integral, ongoing, 
visible, and important part of the institution was the second 
most frequently mentioned type of recommendation (1988, 
p. 204). 
Institutional impact was chosen to be the second priority in the qualitative 
analysis for several reasons, including its recognized importance in the literature. In these 
times of ever-increasing financial demands upon institutions of higher education, it is 
important to collect data which justifies continued or increasing support for a faculty 
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development program. At the University of Massachusetts most of the funding for the 
CFT comes from institutional support. 
It is also important to acknowledge that faculty vitality is a shared responsibility 
between the institution and its faculty and that organizations that thrive recognize the 
need for ongoing professional staff development. This concept of shared responsibility 
for faculty development was recognized by Clark, Corcoran, and Lewis (1986). They 
proposed an approach "that addresses the institutional environment and the 
responsibilities of the institution for development of its faculty in the full range of 
dimensions — including scholarship — with which it is concerned" (1986, p. 176). 
Not only is the institution responsible for financial support of a faculty 
development program, but the senior leadership of the institution must be visible and 
vocal advocates for maintaining faculty vitality. To be effective advocates, those in 
leadership positions must have access to meaningful data about the impact of faculty 
development efforts upon the institution. Awareness can be facilitated through sharing 
data such as the CFT Annual Report, quantitative data from studies such as this one, and 
qualitative, personal observations of those who participate in faculty development 
programs. 
Third, institutional impact was a dimension also measured in the quantitative 
analysis. The quantitative data indicated that campus-wide workshops had a positive 
institutional impact. Overall participation in campus-wide workshops by instructional 
faculty exceeded the national norms noted in Chism and Szabo’s study and workshop 
participants represented all disciplines and all academic ranks. Clearly participation 
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statistics indicated a positive institutional impact, and the qualitative data reinforced this 
finding. 
Eble (1985) concurred with Clark, Corcoran, and Lewis’ (1986) notion of mutual 
responsibility and also observed that faculty development programs can be a source of 
inspiration and motivation for faculty. The mere existence of a faculty development 
program on a campus sends a message to most faculty that the institution is concerned 
about their professional development needs (1985, p.15). 
In light of the ongoing debate about the quality of teaching at a Research I 
University, the following excerpts provide a personal and very powerful perspective of 
the impact of the CFT at the University of Massachusetts. The data gathered on this topic 
speaks most clearly to the direct changes in the lives of faculty and subsequently their 
students. 
I think that the CFT has helped the University to make a 
legitimate claim that it has made a significant contribution 
to teaching. (Subject 3) 
.. .from the university's perspective, you know, this is 
obviously a wise investment, when you can help people out 
like the way I was helped. We haven't even touched on 
some of the ways it helps. (Subject 1) 
It seems to be something that's really essential at an 
institution like this. It is always ironic when you think that 
university instructors are those usually least prepared for 
teaching, compared with secondary school or elementary 
school where they have a lot of preparation, and tutoring, 
and practice and most of us come in cold, so it makes a lot 
of sense to do that. As I said before, I think that's a very 
worthwhile investment on the part of the university. 
(Subject 3) 
Well, certainly my colleagues who have done the same 
(participate in CFT programs), we now have something in 
common we can talk about and in all of this there is this 
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increased awareness of teaching, which maybe hadn’t been 
there before. We are talking a lot about pedagogy. (Subject 2) 
I think actually one thing in the department, that people 
actually became aware of, is this change in direction for 
emphasis on undergraduate teaching. So, I think there's 
definitely some change in perspective that took place in all 
of us over the last year, to think more about undergraduate 
teaching. (Subject 2) 
Balancing the Demands of Research. Teaching and Service 
In the third category, Balancing the Demands of Research, Teaching and Service, 
the ongoing discussion of how faculty strike a balance in their roles as researchers, 
teachers, and to a lesser extent, service providers to various constituents is examined. 
Published in 1975, Bergquist and Phillips's article, "Components of an Effective 
Faculty Development Program," was the cornerstone of the early, formalized faculty 
development movement. They articulate, at the onset of their extensive examination of 
faculty development practices, the conflicting propositions about the role of higher 
education, "(a) teaching is an important aspect of the college faculty member's 
professional role and hence should be highly valued, and (b) teaching is frequently not a 
serious concern in the training or hiring of college faculty and is often neglected in issues 
of promotion and tenure" (Bergquist & Phillips, 1975, p. 178). After nearly 25 years, this 
internal contradiction still continues to be debated intensely on many fronts. Because the 
question of balancing the demands of teaching, research and service is directly linked to 
the priority given to teaching by instructional faculty, the topic was raised with both users 
and non-users in the qualitative interviews. 
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Time pressures. 
“The predominant source of stress reported in nearly all 
studies of faculty stem from the press of finding enough 
time to get everything done” (Sorcinelli & Austin, 1992, p. 
28). 
Interview subjects felt the competing pressures to perform in these three areas: 
teaching, research and service. Not having sufficient time to meet their objectives in all 
three areas was mentioned by three of the subjects. One subject, taking a more 
lighthearted approach stated, “ There’s never enough time, of course we could make the 
day longer”. In contrast, another noted, “I am very unhappy with how I allocate my time, 
last spring I may not have even granted this interview because there is not enough time in 
my day.” Another subject reported that teaching in his discipline in a professional school 
requires an additional time commitment. “Our teaching, as I mentioned, is time intensive 
so we have a lot of contact hours.” This is important because “not enough time to do my 
work” is a key faculty stresor in studies of faculty satisfaction and stresses (Sorcinelli & 
Austin, 1992) 
Striking a balance. Expectations about how one should allocate their time, 
especially between research and teaching, are articulated on multiple levels of an 
organization. The expectations may vary as one examines institutional, departmental, and 
personal expectations for the priority given to teaching responsibilities. 
One subject succinctly articulated the dilemma facing faculty at Research I 
Universities, “... research will always be more prestigious than teaching. The question is 
how to strike the balance.” 
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This subject also observed that there is a difference among universities. In 
contrasting his former institution with the University of Massachusetts he shared the 
following: 
... But there are enough people here [University of 
Massachusetts Amherst] that said research is important, but 
teaching is important also, and I really got the impression 
that they meant it. So I got the impression and I, myself, 
feel that teaching is important. I have no qualms about 
putting a significant amount of time into teaching. 
Departments with a research focus. One subject described the priorities of a 
department with a primary focus on graduate education. This emphasis influences hiring 
decisions and the time required to advise graduate students. 
We are a top rated research department and that’s what the 
expectation is basically — you know — you have to do 
everything that contributes to research. There is a lot of 
emphasis on graduate education. 
Research raises the expectations — we spend a lot time with 
our graduate students. 
We first look at teaching qualifications, but the research 
qualifications that’s number one. Then we just make sure 
that the person is not a disaster in teaching. So if we know 
of a person and they are very uncommunicative and a likely 
risk for teaching, then that would be a concern. If someone 
was a total disaster [in teaching] they’d be fired but if 
you’re okay, then that’s fine. 
Another subject shared her observations about another department that had a 
primary focus on research. 
You teach graduate students or it isn’t worth anything. And 
I think that is a real problem here. They wonder why they 
don’t have any majors. They should look at how their first 
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and second year courses are taught by people (TA’s) who 
don’t know how to teach. 
They are interested in teaching graduate students and their 
own little focus and they don’t want to get outside of it. 
That kind of professor, to try to get that professor to some 
sort of faculty development is difficult. 
This come in one day a week business would not work at 
the Colleges [private institutions in close proximity to the 
University of Massachusetts] 
The researcher asked, “What percentage of the faculty in your field fall into the 
group which focuses primarily on research?” She replied: 
Well, I would say 80%. I don’t know if I would want to be 
publicly quoted, but they are not really interested in the 
undergraduates. They don’t want to put in a lot of time to 
make the course more creative. It causes a lot of problems. 
After two years, the students are not ready for the upper 
level classes. There are an awful lot of TAs that teach those 
classes, obviously some of the TAs are very good. 
At the University, it is really two different worlds, research 
and teaching. 
Departmental expectations. When a faculty member is hired, the department head 
may articulate the expectations for striking a balance between competing responsibilities. 
When I came, my department head was very clear to urge 
me not to spend all my time on teaching. That other things 
were important and I had to work on getting research and 
publications out and service has always been off the charts. 
He [department head] said spending too much time on 
teaching is not probably the best thing for your career if 
you’re going to be successful with tenure and promotion. 
Another subject reflected upon the role the department head plays in determining 
the priority given to teaching. 
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The Department Head sets the tone and this department 
head feels very strongly about making teaching a priority 
for faculty. Yes, I think our department is very serious 
about teaching. It is discussed both formally and 
informally, at least with_[current department 
head] as head. 
The role of the personnel committee. Although there was no specific question 
related to the topic, 5 of the 6 subjects raised the issue of the very powerful role of 
personnel committees in defining the importance of teaching at the departmental level. 
The subjects made the following observation: 
The personnel committee determines the monetary value of 
teaching in the department. 
Teaching should be recognized and rewarded on a 
departmental level, however, the personnel committee 
would not be interested in providing people with merit or 
encouragement or whatever for good teaching. 
In the personnel evaluations, I think that if you are a stellar 
teacher and your research record is good, not excellent, but 
even good. Then that could be okay, but you may not get 
promoted, so research is number one. If somebody is stellar 
[in teaching] and excellent in research, it is just an 
additional plus. 
The value of teaching/service changes according to who is 
on the college personnel committee. Research is the 
primary way that merit is distributed. Teaching - maybe, if 
you received a teaching award. 
One subject felt so strongly about the influence of the personnel committee that 
he recommended that the CFT conduct a campus-wide study of the importance of 
teaching in granting tenure. 
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Reflections on Teaching 
In the previous section the subjects articulate the priority given to producing 
research; however, from the excerpts below one can see that teaching is not compromised 
in the process. Although the subjects recognized the conflicts between the primary 
expectation to produce research and the importance of teaching, they also felt very 
strongly about their commitment to be good teachers. In these quotes, one finds the 
subjects using such phrases as, “devote an extraordinary time to teaching;” “I'm dedicated 
to it [teaching],” “I want to be the best teacher I can,” and “I think very deeply about this 
[his teaching].” 
My teaching is what determines my self-esteem. I want to 
be a good teacher, it is how I reach my personal feelings of 
actualization. I devote an extraordinary time to teaching. I 
never in 30 years have taught the same course in the same 
way. I develop new notes for every course. 
I don't think I was ever in trouble in terms of being a bad 
teacher, but I know I'm a better teacher now because of this 
[CFT participation]. This is my career, so it’s well worth 
my time and I'm dedicated to it. I want to be the best 
teacher I can and this helped me with that. 
I think very deeply about this [my teaching], I don't know if 
that's a little bit crazy. Well let's just say, I think often 
about [my teaching]. 
The 50% of my time on Extension, there is a great teaching 
component to that, although it may not be recognized as 
such. 
I’ve always gotten quite good teaching evaluations. I really 
wanted to reflect more on my teaching and making that an 
important part of my professional life. 
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Initial and Increasing Awareness of the CFT 
In Categories 5 through 9, issues are discussed which directly relate to the CFT. 
Since the process of using CFT services begins with an awareness of the CFT and the 
services it offers, it is included first in this grouping. 
Initial awareness. It is interesting to note that five of the six subjects interviewed 
became aware of the CFT through some form of written communication. Subject 1 
became cognizant of the CFT through an orientation program for new faculty and a 
subsequent mailing describing the MAP program. Subject 2 received a publication which 
was followed by a colleague’s recommendation. Subject 3 reported learning about the 
CFT through either a flyer or announcement in the campus newspaper. Subject 5 became 
aware of the CFT through monthly newsletters and Subject 6 was uncertain of precisely 
how she became aware of the CFT, but she reported that it was probably some type of 
written communication. This data reinforces the need for the CFT to have a strong 
graphic identity in all of its publications. 
Subject 4 had almost no awareness of the services provided by the CFT. His only 
knowledge of the CFT was through a Lilly fellowship which was granted to a colleague 
in his department. When asked if he were aware of the CFT, he responded: 
No. I know several Lilly Fellows and that would be my 
only connection to it. I probably heard of it in the past but I 
am not aware of what it does. 
When Subject 4 was asked if he received the monthly newsletters from the CFT, 
he replied: 
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I doubt it. There is mail that I don’t open and I barely know 
what it is and I don’t read. It is not likely that I get it. 
Increasing awareness. The subjects recommended various means for the CFT to 
increase its visibility on campus. Two subjects recommended that a representative of the 
CFT make a presentation about CFT services at departmental meetings. 
The way to make an impression would be for a 
representative of the group [the CFT] to go to a faculty 
meeting and take fifteen minutes of the departmental 
faculty meeting to let them know what is available and who 
they should call if they are interested in what ever kind of 
support they offer. A line in the Campus Chronicle [weekly 
campus newspaper for faculty and staff] just doesn’t grab 
their attention, even if you need it. If someone comes and 
says, this is what we have to offer, that makes a much 
better impression. 
Representatives of the CFT could also go to department 
meetings. 
Subject 6 recommended that the CFT find “ambassadors” in the various 
departments to create an established faculty network. 
Another way for the CFT to communicate with faculty 
would be to establish sub-people in the various colleges, a 
network of faculty in every college. And say to them, we 
have got to publicize this in four weeks. It would be their 
responsibility to call colleagues and advise them of 
whatever. They can work in their own area, a network. 
One subject felt strongly about not using electronic mail to announce workshops. 
Don’t send E-mail to advertise the workshops, use the 
flyer. 
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Two other subjects suggested using electronic mail to communicate with faculty. 
Perhaps they [the CFT] could use E-mail to announce 
workshops. 
... we have some who live on it [E-mail] and we have some 
that look at it once a year. Those who use it would be 
receptive to it. It could serve as a clearinghouse, opening 
two way communication between faculty and the Center 
[CFT]. 
Another subject noted that he received and read the workshop announcements. 
I do pay attention to the [workshop] announcements. 
Factors Influencing Participation and Reasons for Non-participation 
Reasons for participation in CFT Programs. The three subjects who used CFT 
services shared their reasons for participating. One subject sought out the specific 
services offered in the MAP program. “Mid-term assessment hit a nerve with me,” he 
wanted a “neutral third-party” assessment of his teaching. Subject 2 was recognized as an 
excellent teacher, but wanted “to reflect more on my teaching.” She consulted with the 
Director of the CFT. Subject 3 contacted the CFT to apply to the Lilly Fellows program 
and at the present time his attendance at workshops is influenced by the topic of the 
workshop. 
Evaluation of CFT participation. Overall the subjects felt very positively about 
their participation in CFT programs. The subjects all recognized the abilities and 
leadership of the Director of the CFT. Subject 2 initially met with the Director of the CFT 
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and her first encounter was so positive that “she was just taken away and her teaching has 
never been the same afterwards.” Subject 2 went on to say, 
Overall, my view of the CFT is very positive. The staff is 
very sensitive which makes their advice very easy to take. 
They are aware that some faculty are self conscious, like 
myself. They have a very sensitive, positive way of doing 
their work. I also have a friend and colleague who just 
started her consultation and she was just amazed at how 
helpful they are. They are their own best advertisement. All 
of my experiences [with the CFT] were very good. 
When I first went there [CFT] and talked to the Director, I 
had a very good impression. I didn’t expect it to be any 
other way, because that’s what I had heard, so it was 
exactly what I expected. 
Subject 3 said, 
I was very pleasantly surprised that a place like this existed. 
It’s hard to talk about the CFT in an impersonal way 
because the Director is such a factor and a force in - its 
really her - at least at that time that defined the CFT and 
that made it what it was, so they're kind of synonymous in 
my view. 
Impressions of non-users. Gaff and Morstain (1978) felt it was important to study 
the opinions of non-participating faculty. They found that only 12% of the faculty were 
totally unaware of a program's existence and that non-participants indicated that the 
teaching climate had become more favorable on the campus as a result of the faculty 
development program. Two of the three non-users in this study had a basic understanding 
of the services provided by the CFT. 
When asked why they don’t participate in CFT programs, their responses 
included: 
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I think many faculty ignore a lot of things that are going on 
at the University because they have a full plate and they are 
satisfied with the teaching they are doing. 
Subject 5 felt there were two distinct groups of faculty who choose not to 
participate in CFT programs: 
Those who do not respond to their requests fall into at least 
two groups -- those who feel they are doing well as 
teachers [I feel that way about my teaching], and those who 
have lost interest in teaching or no longer care about 
students. 
A non-user reported that he did not participate in CFT programs but, 
I read the newsletters most months and find them 
interesting. 
My perception of the Lilly fellows is that they spend a lot 
of time sitting around and talking about teaching. I don’t 
need that. 
Most of the people that I run into aren’t that interested. 
They are much more focused on their research and they 
have a way of presenting the lesson and that is all they are 
interested in. If there is extra stuff for the students, well the 
TAs can develop that. 
The Benefits of Participation 
The subjects who were users of CFT services described a variety of benefits from 
participation. These benefits crossed many dimensions of CFT programs and included 
providing a means for formalized and consultative feedback, improvement in writing 
skills, introducing new technology in the classroom, and applying the information found 
in the monthly newsletter to teaching. The benefits are described in detail below: 
One subject needed feedback from students, yet being a very young faculty 
member, he felt it difficult to ask them himself. He noted: 
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So I felt it would be good to bring in a third, neutral party 
to be able to ask the same exact question and to elicit 
honest answers. 
He felt the CFT staff member who viewed his class “was remarkably attentive” even 
though he was presenting very technical, scientific material. He mentioned “she was 
really able to pick up on certain things and do that very well.” 
Another subject reported that she found the individual consultation was very 
beneficial. She noted that, “My individual work with the Director, you know she was 
consulting with me on the class and I guess the biggest impact was the one-on-one advice 
and consultation.” 
One faculty member shared his appreciation of the Lilly Fellows Mentor Program 
and how it enabled him to improve his writing skills. With guidance from his mentor he 
overcame a “writing block” and also incorporated “writing to learn” strategies into his 
curriculum which assisted his students in improving their writing skills. He described his 
“writing to learn” strategies in a paper which was published in a professional journal. 
A subject described how a grant from the CFT enabled him “to bring some 
technology” into his class, through the creation of a CD-ROM for his students. 
A non-user of CFT programs noted that he benefits by reading the CFT Monthly 
newsletters. 
CFT Workshops 
There seemed to be satisfaction with the topics offered and the quality of the 
presenters at the campus-wide workshops. Two of the subjects felt that the lunch time 
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was the best time of the day to offer campus-wide workshops and four of the subjects felt 
that the campus-wide workshops should be offered at another time. 
Those that were satisfied with the time of day noted: 
I've been to several workshops, like those lunch workshops, 
so when there's something that I'm interested in, I make 
time for those. 
If I were aware of the topic, I might find time to go. 
The researcher inquired if scheduling campus-wide workshops over the lunch 
hour is a good time of day for faculty. He responded, “Yes.” 
The comments of subjects who felt that another time period might be more 
appropriate are noted below: 
There have been workshops that I would have liked to 
attend that I've been unable to attend due to scheduling 
conflicts. 
The workshops are offered mid-day on Tuesdays and 
Thursdays which is the most highly sought-after teaching 
times. There is always a conflict offering at these times, the 
better time would be from 3-5 PM. 
A better time for me, I think late afternoon would be good, 
4:30 or something. Early mornings or late afternoons are 
good options. 
They are not offered at a good time of day, it is just that I 
have so many other commitments over the lunch hour. 
However, it might be a good time for other faculty. 
Extending the Impact of the CFT on Campus 
Both users and non-users offered a variety of suggestions about ways in which the 
CFT could extend its impact on campus. Listed below are their suggestions. 
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Junior faculty. One subject felt that the CFT should make a special effort to reach 
out to junior faculty. In his experience, he felt this group needed special attention. 
I know a lot of people, junior faculty I meet, they need 
some attention, some reassurance that the institution is 
there to help them not just to kind of throw challenges at 
them, to make life difficult so its a very important gesture 
of support to junior faculty. 
Pay attention to the junior faculty that don't participate in 
the Lilly program. I think they tend to identify with a peer 
group across campus. I think bringing them together can be 
very beneficial and without that opportunity those people 
may very well feel alienated and feel that they're not being 
helped and have unreasonable expectations. But I don't 
know the best way to reach that group other than through 
the Lilly program. Maybe there's some way to try to focus 
on that group. Maybe its workshop topics, maybe its some 
other program, but I think that would be one area that it 
might help out. 
Technology. As the faculty development movement evolved in the mid-1970s, 
Bergquist and Phillips recognized that one of the missions of a faculty development 
program was “to find viable ways of introducing new technology and curricula, and 
exploring new approaches to instructional improvements” (1975, p. 177). Over the last 
two decades, technological innovations have dramatically changed the lives of most 
academics. We have witnessed the increase in use and expanded capabilities of personal 
computers, the application of CD-ROM technology to learning materials, distance 
learning opportunities made possible by two-way satellite communication, and the broad 
based use of the internet. Faculty members must not only keep up with the latest 
knowledge in their specific fields, but must also keep up with the newest methods for 
delivering knowledge. Bergquist and Phillips had the foresight to recognize the need for 
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faculty development programs to stay abreast of the academic applications of the latest 
technological innovations. 
In the quantitative analysis, it was found that the technology workshops had the 
highest average attendance. Issues related to technology were raised by all of the subjects 
in the qualitative interviews. The acquisition, maintenance and application of personal 
computers and multi-media applications was mentioned by 4 subjects. Their observations 
are noted below: 
I think the greatest need that I have and what I find a great 
shortcoming at the University, is the lack of ready 
assistance to work with computer kinds of problems. I 
spend a lot of time trying to fix computer problems. 
Considering how dependent we are on these things to carry 
out our mission of teaching, research and service, I would 
think we would have better resources to help us. I will have 
to pay somebody to come in here and fix this because I 
can’t be without it. 
What I need is support to purchase computers. I teach the 
computer course in the department and had to spend 
$12,000 from my personal funds to buy two computers for 
the course. I can’t work at home because the computers are 
here. 
I am expected to teach computer courses, yet I am forced to 
buy my own computer. That kind of policy will only 
backfire, since it shows no commitment of 
support from the University for me to do my job. If in the 
near future that policy continues, I will refuse to teach 
those courses. 
Then there are people who have projects. They want to 
create a web-course and put their exams on the web so the 
student can access it... 
There is the equipment in the classrooms, of course, I mean 
that is a big thing. To have better classrooms, if you really 
want to go multimedia. 
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Scientist on staff. One of the subjects suggested adding a person to the CFT with 
a background in the sciences. He felt that a CFT consultant might have more knowledge 
of applying active learning strategies to science if they came from a scientific 
background. He stated: 
It would help if there were somebody there who was a 
scientist, I guess. 
Study of the importance of teaching in the tenure process. One of the subjects 
recommended that the CFT conduct a study of the weight placed on teaching in tenure 
cases at the University of Massachusetts. 
Teaching-wise you don’t have to reinvent teaching, you 
don't have to be a great teacher, you just have to not screw 
up. Now to some extent, I hear that's changing, I hear that 
people are emphasizing curricular development. I think that 
the CFT ought to actually find out if that's true. The CFT 
maybe should have as part of their - should view as part of 
their mission doing a statistical study of tenure cases and 
seeing if in fact teaching is at all important to this campus. 
Now that information may not be privy to the CFT, so it 
behooves the CFT to make themselves privy to it. 
Teaching development grants. A subject who had received a teaching grant 
recognized the value of it and recommended that more grants might be helpful to faculty. 
Maybe more funding for the teaching development grants. I 
described my projects and it was a pretty modest grant that 
I received and I'm grateful for it, but you know there's not 
that many of them and that is an area that I think might 
help. 
Senior Lilly Fellow Program, List (1997), in her study of the Lilly Teaching 
Fellows Program at the University of Massachusetts found that there was interest in 
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creating a similar program for more senior faculty. This recommendation also surfaced in 
the qualitative interviews. 
And, I think I would say expanding the Lilly program in a 
modest way, maybe to more senior faculty or something 
because I think in my view that's the reason the Lilly 
Fellowship works is because of the release time that is 
provided. The Center has a lot of wonderful seminars and I 
know a lot of people just don't have time to attend them. 
Of course, a lot of people are jealous that there isn’t a Lilly 
program for senior faculty, for example. A lot of dedicated 
teachers would love to have that opportunity. 
Consultation on time management. In response to the question, “Are there any 
other programs or activities that the CFT could offer that would be of interest to you to 
support your teaching or your own professional development,” Subject 4 described a 
consultation service he had seen at another university. He felt a similar service would be 
beneficial to him 
I have been thinking about trying to find someone to help 
me organize my life better. Try to find more quality time to 
try to do the things that need to be done, it is difficult at 
times, especially last year was terrible. 
I would want to have an individual who had expertise in 
time management and all those things that are related to 
that. When I was at_[his previous institution], one 
of my colleagues was having difficulty and they brought an 
efficiency expert in for several hours to work with this 
person. I was intrigued by the fact that the university had 
someone to help with time management. 
Web page. Subject 6 suggested creating a CFT Web page to provide a forum for 
electronic dialog among faculty about teaching issues. 
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The CFT may want to consider having a Web page where 
they could post their newsletter, articles on teaching and 
host a listserve where faculty could discuss issues related to 
teaching. But then of course, only the people that use the 
Web are going to see it. 
Summary 
Blackburn (1980), Bergquist and Phillips (1975), and Ferren and Mussell (1987) 
all asserted that program evaluation is a process rather than a procedure. Employing both 
quantitative and qualitative methodologies in this study design contributed to it becoming 
an ever-evolving process. The preliminary data collected in the quantitative phase helped 
shape some of the qualitative questions. Issues raised in the qualitative phase resulted in 
further analysis and additional research questions in the quantitative phase. Overall, this 
researcher found triangulating methodologies resulted in a process, which produced 
complimentary data. 
The purpose of this research project was twofold, to design an assessment model 
and to test this model through actual data collection. The design of the model, which 
included both quantitative and qualitative analysis enabled the researcher to obtain the 
findings necessary to answer the research questions. 
Data was produced in both phases of the study, which will be valuable to the CFT 
staff. Also, in one instance, the data in both phases reinforced each other. For example, 
the need to incorporate strategies to meet technology needs was articulated by the 
subjects in the qualitative interviews and it was found that technology workshops drew 
the largest average attendance by type. 
Knowing the demographic characteristics of the attendees of campus-wide 
workshops will assist the CFT staff in planning future programs. The suggestions for 
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ways in which the CFT might extend its reach on-campus, if it has the resources to do so, 
might also assist the CFT staff in planning their strategic direction. 
The quantitative data painted a picture and the qualitative data gave another 
dimension, voice, to the viewpoints of both users and non-users of CFT services. 
The six key findings which emerged from this study are noted below: 
• Full time instructional female faculty attending campus-wide workshops were 
over represented by 18% 
• 36%, 210 individuals, who attended campus-wide workshops were non- 
instructional faculty 
• All three subjects that had used CFT services mentioned the incorporation of 
active learning strategies as a chief benefit of participation. 
« 33% of the full-time instructional faculty participated in workshops between 
academic years 1992-1993 through 1995-1996 having a significant 
institutional impact. 
• Both users and non-users provided important data regarding communication 
strategies, workshop topics, and behavioral impacts which will assist the CFT 
in strategic planning. 
• Finding a balance between teaching, research and service continues to be a 
predominant source of stress in faculty. 
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CHAPTER 6 
RECOMMENDED PRACTICES, RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER 
RESEARCH AND SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 
Recommended Practices 
In this section, the researcher offers suggestions for practical application of the 
data gleaned from this study. 
Graphic Identity 
Five of the six individuals interviewed in the qualitative phase of the research 
noted that their initial contact with the CFT was through printed materials. The CFT may 
benefit by reviewing all of their publications to ensure that there is a strong graphic 
identity, which would enable the campus community to easily recognize their 
publications. 
Technology 
In both the qualitative and quantitative phases of the study, it became apparent 
that faculty are very interested in understanding the latest technology in their disciplines 
to their classes. The CFT may advocate for increased institutional resources for computer 
hardware support and multi-media equipment. 
The CFT staff may also want to consider surveying the faculty to determine their 
needs in the area of technology and hosting campus-wide workshops on these topics. 
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Creation of a Workshop on Student Perceptions of Teaching 
Ferren and Mussell (1987, pg. 57) found that a workshop on teaching where both 
students and faculty participated was very valuable. This is an innovative idea, which was 
only mentioned once in the literature review. The CFT staff may want to consider hosting 
such a workshop, which would be a forum for undergraduates and faculty to discuss 
teaching. 
Senior Lilly Fellowship Program 
Both this study and the List (1997) study identified a demand for a fellowship 
program for senior faculty. Implementation of such a program may be constrained by 
budgetary considerations; however it is be worthy of further exploration. 
Workshop Times 
Several subjects recommended offering campus-wide workshops at a different 
time of the day; from 3:00- 5:00 PM seemed to be the most recommended alternative to 
the luncheon hour. 
CFT Ambassador 
In the role as interviewer, the researcher also served as an ambassador for the 
CFT. Every subject asked the interviewer questions about CFT services and programs. 
It was recommended by one of the subjects that a representative (an ambassador) 
of the CFT should request a few minutes at departmental meetings to distribute materials, 
discuss what the CFT has to offer and to answer questions. 
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A Study of the Role of Personnel Committees and the Value Placed on Teaching 
Evaluations in the Tenure Process at the University of Massachusetts 
One of the subjects recommended that the CFT conduct a study of the tenure 
process at the University of Massachusetts Amherst to determine the weight placed on 
teaching evaluations in tenure, merit and promotion decisions. 
Humanities and Fine Arts 
Since this large college is under-represented in the users of campus-wide 
workshops, perhaps the CFT should survey their faculty to find out why they don’t 
participate in greater numbers. 
Extension 
University faculty with Extension responsibilities “teach” to a different audience 
than the traditional student. Perhaps there could be joint programming between 
University Extension and the CFT to serve faculty with Extension responsibilities. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
The following section includes suggestions for further research. 
Using Graduate Students as Researchers 
In was noted earlier that program evaluation takes resources — time, staff, money 
and energy. Bergquist and Phillips pointed out that "unfortunately, the interest of many 
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educational organizations in program evaluation is frequently not matched by willingness 
to commit appropriate funds for the effective implementation of these evaluation 
components" (1979, p. 287). Most faculty development programs have modest staffing 
and budgets and available resources are more often focused on providing services than on 
documenting impact. 
This type of research is labor intensive. Faculty development programs that wish 
to undergo an assessment process and don’t have the available resources, may wish to 
recruit graduate students to conduct assessments. A linkage could be established between 
graduate students at nearby universities and faculty development programs. 
Analyze Over-representation of Females at Campus-wide Workshops 
Female faculty members attended campus-wide workshops in much larger 
numbers than anticipated. It would be interesting to conduct qualitative interviews with 
female faculty members who attended campus-wide workshops to determine their 
motivation for attending. 
Participation by Professional Staff in Campus-wide Workshops 
Given the significant number (35.7%) of participants who are not members of the 
instructional faculty yet choose to attend workshops, it may be useful to study both the 
demographics of this group and also to conduct a qualitative study to find out their 
purposes in attending. The demographic study could explore if non-teaching participants 
choose one type of workshop over another and if gender has any influence on attendance. 
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Collect Participation Data on a Nation-wide Basis 
As recommended by Chism and Szabo (1986) collecting demographic and 
participation data on an annual basis from faculty development programs throughout the 
United States would be very useful. 
Collect Data for All Programs Provided by CFT to Measure Full Institutional Impact 
The CFT may wish to gather participation data for all of their programs to assess 
the institutional impact for all programs. This study focused on just the campus-wide 
workshops. Including all of the programs is bound to increase the overall percentage of 
faculty who have been served by the CFT and thus would give a more accurate picture of 
total institutional impact. 
Summary 
Limitations of the Study 
This study used qualitative interviews and quantitative analysis, which was 
recommended and used by respected researchers in the field. Because these practices had 
proven successful in prior studies and generated meaningful data in this study, the study 
design could be duplicated. The findings are particular to the University of Massachusetts 
and may not be useful or applicable to other faculty development programs. 
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Conclusion 
I think that the CFT has helped the University to make a 
legitimate claim that it has made a significant contribution 
to teaching. (Subject 3- Qualitative Interviews) 
At a Research I University where faculty rewards are often based upon one’s 
research accomplishments, the recognition that the Center For Teaching has made a 
“significant contribution to teaching” is the most important “finding” of this study. 
How fortunate faculty at the University of Massachusetts are to have such a vital Center 
For Teaching and how fortunate the students at the University of Massachusetts are to 
have such a vital faculty. 
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APPENDIX A 
LETTER TO HUMAN RESOURCES 
59 Mill Village Road 
So. Deerfield, MA 01373 
Date 
Mr. Robert Garstka 
University of Massachusetts Amherst 
Human Resources 
Whitmore 
Amherst, MA 10003 
Dear Mr. Garstka: 
As you know, I am a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education program of the 
School of Education. I am currently on leave from my administrative duties as the 
Director of Conference Services at UMass. During my Professional Improvement Leave, 
I hope to complete a substantial amount of work on my dissertation. The title of my 
dissertation is An Assessment of a Comprehensive Faculty Development Program at a 
Research University. 
The following information provides a brief overview of my research: 
Dissertation Committee 
A. Kevin Grennan, Chair, School of Education 
B. Martha Stassen, Academic Planning and Assessment 
C. David Bojanic, Hotel, Restaurant and Travel Administration 
Consultant to the Committee 
Mary Deane Sorcinelli, Center For Teaching 
Statement of problem: 
Although the need has been recognized for nearly two decades, ongoing 
assessment of faculty development programs often does not occur in a systematic and 
thoughtful way. A review of the literature on faculty development shows there is little 
guidance available for designing effective formative evaluation. This research seeks to 
develop an assessment model which seeks to answer these questions: Why do faculty 
participate in Center For Teaching (CFT) programs at the University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst? What do faculty most value from their CFT experiences? What would faculty 
change about the CFT? How might the CFT extend its impact on campus? 
I am writing to ask your assistance in compiling the statistical data for Phase I of 
my project. Would it be possible for your department to provide the following reports? 
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For September 30,1993,1994,1995- an alphabetized list of faculty members noting: 
Name, Department, College/School, Professorial Rank, and Gender 
In conjunction with the staff at the Center For Teaching, I will create a data base 
that contains the demographic characteristics for faculty that have participated in Center 
For Teaching programs. Although some of this information is available in the University 
Telephone Directories, it would be a far more efficient use of my time to work from a 
more organized report. 
Thank you for your consideration of this request. I assure you that this 
information will only be used for my doctoral research. 
I can be reached at 413-665-0238 if you should have any questions. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth A. Dale 
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APPENDIX B 
LETTER REQUESTING INTERVIEW - USERS 
59 Mill Village Road 
So. Deerfield, MA 01373 
Date 
Professor 
Dear Professor_: 
I am a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education program of the School of 
Education and am currently on leave from my administrative duties as the Director of 
Conference Services at UMass. During my sabbatical I hope to complete a substantial 
amount of work on my dissertation. The title of my dissertation is An Assessment of a 
Comprehensive Faculty Development Program at a Research University. The enclosed 
Informed Consent Form contains a brief description of the objectives and methodology 
for my research. 
Mary Deane Sorcinelli, Director of The Center For Teaching (CFT), provided me 
with a selection of faculty members who have participated in CFT programs. I have 
chosen your name from that list. I am contacting you and two other faculty members who 
have used CFT services to ask if you would participate in an in-depth interview. The 
interview will consist of a series of questions related to your experiences as a college 
professor and how your participation in the_program has 
influenced your teaching. 
The interview will take approximately an hour and a half. I hope to conduct the 
interview sometime between_and_. To facilitate analyzing 
the information obtained in the interview, the conversation will be recorded on an audio 
tape. The steps, which will be taken to protect the anonymity of those being interviewed 
are described on the enclosed consent form. 
I would be most appreciative if you would agree to participate in my study. I will 
call you during the next week to answer any questions. Thank you for taking the time to 
review this request. I am looking forward to speaking with you. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth A. Dale 
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APPENDIX C 
LETTER REQUESTING INTERVIEW - NON-USERS 
59 Mill Village Road 
So. Deerfield, MA 01373 
Date 
Professor 
Dear Professor_: 
I am a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education program in the 
School of Education at the University of Massachusetts and I also 
hold a professional appointment at UMass, serving as the Director of 
Business and Facilities Services at the Campus Center/Student Union 
Complex. 
The title of my dissertation is- An Assessment of a Comprehensive 
Faculty Development Program at a Research University. The attached 
Informed Consent Form contains a brief description of the objectives 
and methodology for my research. 
In consultation with Mary Deane Sorcinelli, Associate Provost for 
Teaching and Faculty Development, your name was randomly selected from 
a list of UMass faculty whom we believe have not participated in 
workshops or programs sponsored by the Center For Teaching (CFT). I 
am contacting you and two other faculty members who have not used CFT 
services to ask if you would agree to be interviewed for my study. 
The interview will consist of a series of questions related to your 
experiences as a college professor, your opinions about formalized 
faculty development programs, and the reasons why you have not been 
involved with the CFT. 
The interview will take approximately an hour. I hope to conduct the 
interview sometime between_and_. To 
facilitate analyzing the information obtained in the interview, the 
conversation will be recorded on an audio tape. The steps that will 
be taken to protect the anonymity of those being interviewed are 
described on the enclosed consent form. 
I would be most appreciative if you would agree to participate in my 
study. I will call you next week to answer any questions. Thank you 
for taking the time to review this request. I am looking forward to 
speaking with you. 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth A. Dale 
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APPENDIX D 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
Informed Consent Form 
Researcher: Elizabeth A. Dale, Doctoral student, University of Massachusetts School of 
Education 
Dissertation Title: An Assessment of a Comprehensive Faculty Development Program 
at a Research University. 
Dissertation Committee 
D. Kevin Grennan, Chair, School of Education 
E. Martha Stassen, Academic Planning and Assessment 
F. David Bojanic, Hotel, Restaurant and Travel Administration 
Consultant to the Committee 
Mary Deane Sorcinelli, Center For Teaching 
Statement of problem: 
Although the need has been recognized for nearly two decades, ongoing 
assessment of faculty development programs often does not occur in a 
systematic and thoughtful way. A review of the literature on 
faculty development shows there is little guidance available for 
designing effective formative evaluation. This research seeks to 
develop an assessment model which seeks to answer these questions: 
Why do faculty participate in Center For Teaching (CFT) programs at 
the University of Massachusetts Amherst? What do faculty most 
value from their CFT experiences? What would faculty change about 
the CFT? How might the CFT extend its impact on campus? Why don’t 
faculty participate in CFT programs? 
Approach to the problem: 
The proposed research will consist of two phases. Phase I will be a 
quantitative analysis of a database profiling the demographic 
characteristics of participants in CFT workshops over 4 academic 
years. The demographic characteristics of those faculty who have 
participated in CFT workshops will be compared with the faculty 
population at-large. The purpose of comparing the demographic 
characteristics is to determine if there are statistically significant 
differences between the two cohorts. Knowing if statistically 
significant differences are present will enable the researcher to make 
inferences about the correlation between workshop topics and three 
variables: gender, college affiliation and academic rank.. The database 
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created in Phase I will also provide information to analyze several 
other questions; including "Do workshop participants attend multiple 
workshops?" "Are there patterns for repeat attendees?" "Are there 
any observable trends or obvious variances over the four year period?" 
"What percentage of the campus population has attended workshops?" 
"Do a significant number of non-faculty, professional staff members 
attend workshops?" 
In Phase II, qualitative research methods will be 
used to conduct and analyze in-depth interviews of three users of a 
variety of CFT services and three randomly selected faculty members 
who have not used CFT services. The purpose of the qualitative 
interviews is to go beyond statistical analysis to delve into 
perceptions, observations, and effects upon individuals and the 
institution. 
Risks: All information shared by the participant will be held in strictest confidence by the 
researcher. 
Rights: The participant has the right to withdraw from any part of the study at any time. 
Timely notification of withdrawal would be greatly appreciated. You may review the 
transcript of the interview if so desired. 
Names: Every effort will be made at all phases of the research process to protect the 
identity of the participants. The following measures will be taken to protect 
confidentiality. 
A. I will not discuss the names or any other identifying characteristics with 
anyone excepting the dissertation chairperson. 
B. Interview tapes will be transcribed by the researcher or a reputable and discrete 
transcriber. 
C. All transcripts will use only initials for all proper names. 
D. All interviews will take place in a private setting to be designated by the 
participant. 
E. Both the transcripts and the audio tapes will remain in the direct physical 
possession of the researcher. Tapes will be destroyed upon the acceptance of the 
dissertation or, at your request, will be given to you. 
Dissemination of results: Interview tapes will be transcribed. The data obtained from the 
qualitative interviews will be studied in relation to the statistical analysis and the survey 
data. The results will be published in my dissertation. Names or identifying 
characteristics of interview participants will not published in any format. 
Benefits: An assessment model for faculty development efforts at research universities 
would provide a valuable tool for practitioners in the field. Participants may have a copy 
of the Discussion and Conclusion chapters of the final dissertation. 
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Participation: Participants are free to decline to be interviewed or to withdraw at any 
time without prejudice. 
Concerns: If you have any concerns, or desire to add any stipulations or qualifications 
please note them below. 
Qualifications: 
Thank you for your consideration of this request. If you agree to participate in the 
interviews please sign below and return a copy of this letter to me. 
Elizabeth A. Dale 
Date 
Accepted: 
Professor 
(Date) 
This form is based, in part, upon the guidelines presented in Chapter 6 of Interviewing as 
Qualitative Research, by Seidman, I. E., (1991) New York: Teachers College Press and 
Doctoral Form D-7A, School of Education, University of Massachusetts. 
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APPENDIX E 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS - USERS 
Standardized open-ended questions asked of the 3 faculty members 
who have used CFT services 
The interview questions will be clustered under three major headings. Questions in Block 
I allow the faculty members to discuss their career and their perspective of the 
departmental culture surrounding issues related to teaching, research, and service. 
Questions in Block II seek to uncover the participants perceptions of the CFT. In the 
concluding Block III, participants are asked to reflect on the influence of the CFT upon 
the institution. 
Block I- Career and Personal Perceptions of Teaching and Research Activities 
1. When did you first begin your teaching career with the University of 
Massachusetts? 
A. Would you please briefly describe the courses you normally teach? 
B. Would you please briefly describe your research interests? 
2. Perceptions of research, teaching, and service. 
A. What percentage of your time does your department expect you to spend in 
teaching, research, and service? 
B. What percentage of your time do you spend in teaching, research, and service? 
C. What percentage of your time would you like to spend in teaching, research, 
and service? 
D. What could be changed if there is a discrepancy between the expectations of 
your department and how you spend your time? 
Question 2 based upon: Eble & McKeachie, Improving Undergraduate Education 
Through Faculty Development. (1985), San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, pg.230. 
3. Please tell me about your initial impressions of the culture within your department 
surrounding issues related to teaching when you first arrived on campus. 
A. Is the culture different today? If so, what influenced that change? 
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Block II - Perceptions of the CFT 
The following questions are specific to the CFT. 
1. Involvement with the CFT 
A. When did you first become aware of the CFT? 
B. How did you become aware of the CFT? 
C. Were you initially aware of the range of services offered by the CFT? 
D. What were your initial impressions of the CFT? 
E. In which programs or services have you been involved? 
F. Why did you decide to participate in CFT programs? 
(Ask for each program or service) 
2. Benefits from participating in CFT activities 
A. What changes have you made in your courses or teaching as a result of 
your participation in the CFT? 
B. Did participation result in any publications, conference workshops in 
your field, or other professional recognition? 
C. Did participation affect your relationships with colleagues? 
3. Has your participation in the CFT been worth the investment of your time? 
Questions 2 & 3 are based upon: Eble & McKeachie, Improving Undergraduate 
Education Through Faculty Development. (1985), SanFrancisco:Jossey-Bass Publishers, 
pg.228 
4. Did your involvement with the CFT have any drawbacks? 
Question 4 based in part upon CFT Evaluation Survey of former Lilly Fellows, Fall 1995, 
Researcher: Karen List 
5. What is your overall assessment of the CFT? 
6. Is there anything, given your experience, that you would change about the CFT? 
7. Have you ever used other avenues to improve your teaching? Would you please 
tell me about them? 
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8. Can you discuss the perceptions of the CFT held by your colleagues who do not 
use the CFT? 
Block III - Broader Impact of the CFT 
1. Do you ever discuss issues related to teaching with your colleagues? If so, what 
do you discuss? 
2. Do you think the CFT has had an impact upon the culture of the University in 
terms of recognizing and rewarding teaching? 
3. What role do you think the CFT can take to better recognize and reward teaching 
at the University of Massachusetts? 
4. Is there anything else you would like to say about faculty development at the 
University of Massachusetts? 
Question 4 based upon: Bergquist and Phillips, A Handbook for Faculty Development: 
Volume 2. (1979), Washington DC: The Council of the Advancement of Small Colleges, 
pg. 308. 
Demographic Questions 
Career Questions: 
1. How long have you been a professor? 
2. What is your present rank? 
3. What is your tenure status? 
_ Pre-tenure 
_In your tenure year 
_Tenured 
Demographic Questions: 
1. What is your age? 
2. What is your race or ethnicity? 
Caucasian 
African- America 
Latino 
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Asian American 
Native American 
Other 
Subject:_ 
Date:_ 
Interview Start Time: 
Interview End Time: 
Place: 
APPENDIX F 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS - NON-USERS 
Standardized open-ended questions asked of non-users 
The interview questions will be clustered under three major headings. Questions 
in Block I, which are the same for users and non-users, allow the faculty member to 
discuss their career and their perspective of the departmental culture surrounding issues 
related to teaching, research, and service. The Block II questions for non-users 
investigated the subjects’ opinions about formalized faculty development programs and 
their awareness of the CFT. Those aware of the CFT were asked to share their general 
impression of the department. The primary objective of Block II questions for non-users, 
was to answer the question, “What could the CFT do to increase participation in 
programs and workshops?” “How can the CFT better communicate with faculty?” 
Another objective was to uncover if there are any unmet needs for faculty development. 
In Block III, both users and non-users were asked to answer questions pertaining 
to the broader impact of a formalized faculty development program upon an institution. It 
was recognized that non-users may not be able to answer institutional impact questions 
specific to the CFT. 
Block I- Career and Personal Perceptions of Teaching and Research Activities 
1. When did you first begin your teaching career with the University of 
Massachusetts? 
A. Would you please briefly describe the courses you normally teach? 
B. Would you please briefly describe your research interests? 
2. Perceptions of research, teaching, and service. 
A. What percentage of your time does your department expect you to spend in 
teaching, research, and service? 
B. What percentage of your time do you spend in teaching, research, and service? 
C. What percentage of your time would you like to spend in teaching, research, 
and service? 
D. What could be changed if there is a discrepancy between the expectations of 
your department and how you spend your time? 
Question 2 based upon: Eble & McKeachie, Improving Undergraduate Education 
Through Faculty Development. (1985), San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, pg.230. 
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3. Please tell me about your initial impressions of the culture within your department 
surrounding issues related to teaching when you first arrived on campus. 
A. Is the culture different today? If so, what influenced that change? 
Block II - Perceptions of the CFT 
1. Involvement with the CFT 
A. Are you aware of the CFT? 
B. If yes to 1 A: How and when did you become aware of the CFT? 
C. If yes to 1 A: Were you initially aware of the range of services offered 
by the CFT? 
2. Do you have a general impression of the CFT, perhaps through discussions with 
colleagues? Please describe it. 
3. Using the CFT Annual Report, the researcher reviewed the primary services and 
programs, offered by the CFT, such as: campus-wide workshops, teaching consultation, 
the MAP program, sponsoring Lilly fellows, the monthly newsletter, the Celebration of 
Teaching dinner, and TA Orientation. The subject was asked their specific knowledge of 
each program or service. 
4. Why have you not participated in CFT programs? 
5. What could the CFT do to increase participation in programs and workshops? 
Block III - Broader Impact of the CFT 
1. Do you ever discuss issues related to teaching with your colleagues? If so, what 
do you discuss? 
2. Do you think the CFT has had an impact upon the culture of the University in 
terms of recognizing and rewarding teaching? 
3. What role do you think the CFT can take to better recognize and reward teaching 
at the University of Massachusetts? 
4. Is there anything else you would like to say about faculty development at the 
University of Massachusetts? 
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Demographic Questions 
1. How long have you been a professor? 
2. What is your present rank? 
3. What is your age? 
4. What is your tenure status? 
_Pre-tenure 
_In your tenure year 
_Tenured 
5. What is your race or ethnicity? 
_Caucasian 
_African- America 
_Latino 
_Asian American 
_Native American 
Other 
Subject:_ 
Date:_ 
Interview Start Time: 
Interview End Time: 
Place: 
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